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Current Topics. 


The Portrait of Mr. Lloyd George. 


THE PORTRAIT by Sir LUKE FILpgs, R.A., of Mr. LLoyp Grorae, 
which has been frequently referred to in these columns, is to be 
formally presented to the Law Society by Sir JouN Gray HILt, 
on behalf of the subscribers, at the commencement of the meeting 
to be held on the 29th inst. ; and it is hoped that the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer will be present on the occasion. 


Laxity in the Procedure at Nisi Prius. 


OUR ATTENTION has recently been called to several irregularities 
in the procedure upon the trial of cases with juries. At a recent trial 
of an action before PHILLIMORE, J., two of the special jurors failed 
to appear on the morning of the sécond day of the trial. After 
waiting fifteen minutes, the judge allowed the case to proceed 
with ten jurors, and ordered that a message should be sent to the 
absent jurors, who arrived after two hours had elapsed. After 
hearing an explanation of the cause of their absence, the learned 
judge read over to them his notes of the evidence which had been 
taken in their absence. The course taken by PHILLIMORE, J., was 
probably with the consent of the parties, but the reading of the 
evidence to the jurymen must often fail to convey the look and 
manner of the witness, and it is more than probable that they will 
find it difficult to sustain their attention or collect the value of the 
different points of the evidence. We also read of applications on 
the part of witnesses for the concealment of their names—applica- 
tions which are inconsistent with the theory of a public trial. 


Infringement arising from Possession of a 
Machine Made According to a Patent. 


THE QUESTION whether possession of an article made in 
accordance with a patented invention constitutes infringement of the 
patent has often arisen in patent actions, and arose again recently 
in the case of the British United Shoe Machinery Co. SI v. 
Simon Collier (Limited) before Mr. Justice PARKER (26 R.P.C. 21). 
It may be considered as settled law that the mere physical possession 
of an article made in accordance with a patented invention does not 
by itself constitute infringement, but the possession must be coupled 
with either manufacture or sale, or use, or intention to sell or use, 
and the real point that arose for decision in the case under notice was 
this : whether certain articles, the use of which would undoubtedly 
be an infringement of a patent, had been acquired by the defendants 
with the intention of using them, and whether the inference that 
they did so intend to use them was rebutted by what happened 





after the acquisition. The facts were these—the defendants had 
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* bought two machines containing infringing mechanism for the 
of their trade, and from this the learned judge held that, 
in default of evidence to the contrary, it ought to be inferred 
that they bought the machines with the intention of using them 
in their trade as and when required, and for any purpose for which 
they were capable of being used. They did not in fact use the 
machines with the infringing mechanism attached, but they 
detached the mechanism from the machines and they returned it un- 
conditionally to the vendors of the machines after the commencement 
of the action. The learned judge held that the defendants had 
infringed, but granted no relief because he found that the patent 
sued upon was invalid. Had he found the patent valid, it 
would have been interesting to see what relief he would have 
given. He would not have granted an injunction, because, 
although the defendants were infringing at the commencement of 
the action, they were not infringing at the date of the trial, and 
certainly did not threaten or intend to infringe in the future, and 
as to damages, it is difficult to see what damage the plaintiffs had 
sustained from the purchase by the defendants of the particular 
machines. 


Solicitor’s Lien on ‘Documents. 


THE RIGHT of a solicitor to set up a lien upon documents of his 
client in his possession is, as a general principle, well established, 
though the exact circumstances under which this privilege can be 
claimed are, as appears from NEVILLE, J.’s, review of the authorities 
in Re Rapid Road Transit Co. (1909, 1 Ch. 96), not clearly 
defined. The learned judge agreed with Lord RoMILLY’s remark 
in Re Moss (L. R. 2 Eq., p. 347) that it is of great importance to 
preserve the lien of solicitors, and when a solicitor has been dis- 
charged through no fault of his own he is entitled to the lien as 
et his late client and persons claiming through him. But 
where the documents relate to a pending litigation, their produc- 
tion may be important to other persons than the late client, and 
then the solicitor cannot embarrass such other perons 
by refusing to produce the documents. Consequently, where other 
parties to the action have a right to compel production as against 
the client, the enforcement of this right is not hindered by the 
fact that the solicitor has a lien on the documents ; and where the 
litigation is in the interest of several parties—as in the case of 
an administration or a partition action—the same principle has 
been applied more freely, and the client, being one of such parties, 
has been allowed to require production of documents from a 
solicitor whom he has discharged: Boden v. Hensby (1892, 1 Ch., 
101). “A solicitor,” said James, L.J., in Belaney v. French (8 
Ch., p. 920), “cannot embarrass a suit by keeping papers which 
belong to an estate which is being administered by the court, and 
cannot use that means of obtaining payment.” And the distine- 
tion suggested in Boden v. Hensby between papers received before 
the suit, which the solicitor could retain, and those received in the 
suit, which he could not, does not apply where production is 
sought by a party other than his client: Re Hawkes (1898, 2 Ch., 
R 11). In the present case of Re Kapid Road Transit Co. (supra) 

EVILLE, J., doubted whether these cases had been consistently 
decided. “ Why,” he said, “a client who has discharged a solicitor 
for no fault of his own, or anyone claiming through, and having no 
higher title than, the client, should be entitled to take advantage of 
the skill and labour which thesolicitor has already expended without 
payment, I do not understand ”; and he would have referred all cases, 
where the documents are required to be produced in spite of the lien, 
to the rule that the solicitor has no higher right than his client, and 
consequently cannot set up the lien against third parties. In the 
case before him he upheld the lien of a solicitor on documents of a 
company in liquidation, for whom he had acted, as regards 

which had come to his hands prior to the winding up, 
but, in accordance with Re Capital Fire Rosaria Association (24 
Ch. D. 408), not as regards documents which had come to his 
hands subsequently. 


A New International Court. 

MANY PERSONS have forgotten that in July, 1899, a convention 
for the pacific settlement of international disputes was signed by 
the representatives of twenty-four of the States assembled at The 
Hague, on the invitation of the Czar, to consider the practicability 


of a reduction of international armaments and of the substitutigg 
of pacific methods for force and violence in the sphere of forej 
relations. Under that convention a permanent court of arbitrati 
with an official staff, is constituted at The Hague, while the signg. 
tory Powers, amongst whom were Great Britain, France, Germany, 
Russia, and the United States, are each to designate not more thay 
four representatives to act as arbitrators in case of need, and as such 
to be enrolled as members of the court. If disputes arise between 
any of the parties to this convention, the court is always at their 
disposal. This court has given judgment in a dispute of long stand. 
ing between the United States and Mexico, but it is doubtful whether 
it will be resorted to in cases of any magnitude or which involye 
popular prejudices. A Central American Court of Justice was, 
however, a few months since, established at Cartago, in the Republie 
of Costa Rica, under the provisions of a series of treaties which 
were concluded between the five republics of Central America in 
their conference at Washington last winter. It was then confidently 
predicted that the court and the treaties would vanish at the first 
outbreak of belligerent or revolutionary passion in any of the 
contracting States. We read, however, that an action brought by 
the Government of Honduras against the Governments of Salvador 
and Guatemala, in which the plaintiffs sought to recover the 
damages caused by an insurrection which had been fomented 
within their territory by the defendants, has come under the con- 
sideration of the new court. It was begun and conducted in 
precisely the same manner as a suit by one individual person against 
another. There were two principal issues. One was as to whether 
Salvador and Guatemala did in fact promote or incite the 
insurrection in Honduras. The other, a question of law, was 
whether a sovereign State could be held civilly responsible for the 
acts of its citizens against a neighbouring and peaceful State. The 
first question was decided in the negative, on the ground that the 
evidence of criminal complicity with the insurgents was insufficient, 
but it appears to have been assumed that the second question 
must be decided in the affirmative. It is to be hoped that this 
decision will be followed by others in which the duty of a State to 
restrain its citizens from interference with the rights of other nations 
will be clearly defined. 


The Prelirninary Jurisdiction for the Committal 
of Prisoners in France. 

THE DISTINGUISHING feature of the preliminary jurisdiction 
of English magistrates—which gives the prisoner all the advantages 
of the defendant in an action without requiring him to disclose his 
defence—does not meet with the approval of , eae jurists, who 
continue to attach importance to the continued and secret interroga- 
tion of the prisoner and his witnesses. The procedure before a 
juge d’ instruction was amended by a law passed in December, 1907, 
which, among other provisions, enabled the prisoner to have 
free communication with his counsel, and further ordered 
that he should not be interrogated except in the presence of 
his counsel, who has, however, no right to address the 
magistrate without express permission. The depositions 
which have already been taken are to be supplied to the 
advocate previously to any fresh examination of the prisoner. 
Several of the French magistrates are of opinion that this amend- 
ment of the law is not calculated to promote the interests of 
justice. False swearing before the juge d’instruction is not 
punishable as perjury, and there was, it was said, less false swear- 
ing by the prisoner when the inquiry was secret, for he did not 
know, in the absence of his advocate, how far his statements would 
strengthen the case against him. Having now the advantage of 
constant interviews with his advocate, he is able to prepare in 
advance answers to the questions which are put to him, and to call 
the attention of his witnesses who have not yet been examined to 
the material points in the case. French newspapers are so much 
in the habit of publishing interviews with the witnesses who are 
likely to be summoned in criminal cases, that one cannot but 
feel serious doubt whether a witness at the trial can be kept iu 
ignorance of the nature of the evidence which has already been 
e. English magistrates will agree with their brethren in 
‘rance in regretting the prevalence of perjury, but their experi 
ence has not led them to think that perjury can be suppressed by 
secret investigations. The ancient practice of asking that wit 
nesses may be ordered out of court is not often resorted to, 
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Child Murder. 

A suBJECT which urgently requires the attention of the 

islature is the crime of child murder. This crime is stated by 
Professor HuME, in his work on Crimes, to be of all murders the 
most frequent, and he truly observes that it more commonly 
happens by the hand of that one of the parents who is by nature 
more attached to the child, but whose affections, in the case of an 
unlawful intercourse, have to struggle with the emotions of shame, 
the awe of parents, and too often the fear of want, embittered by 
treachery and desertion. No distinction is made by the 
English law between the murder of a new-born infant 
by its mother and the murder of an adult. Practically this 
severity defeats itself, and offences which are really cases 
of child murder are treated as cases of concealment of birth. 
Forty years have elapsed since the commissioners appointed to 
consider the provisions of a draft code relating to indictable offences 
(Lord BLACKBURN, LUSH, BARRY, and STEPHEN, JJ.) recommended 
that the law should be amended by the enactment of two sections, 
by the first of which a woman should be guilty of an indictable 
offence and liable to penal servitude for life who, being with 
child and being about to be delivered, with intent that the child 
shall not live, neglects to provide reasonable assistance in her 
delivery unless she proves that such death was not caused either by 
such neglect or by any wrongful act to which she was a party. 
The second section makes a woman liable to seven years’ penal 
servitude who under similar circumstances neglects to obtain 
assistance in child-birth in order to conceal birth so that the child 
dies, or is permanently injured. It was thought that these sections 
would often afford a means for punishing child murder where 
there would be a practical difficulty in obtaining a conviction for 
that offence. Nothing has since been done, and although the 
experience which has been gained may be some compensation for 
time which has been lost, there would seem to be no reason why 
the experiment of treating infanticide in certain circumstances as 
a special crime should be further delayed. 


Married Women’s Liabilities and Appointed 
Property. 


Ir THE scheme for rendering a married woman liable on her 
contracts contained in the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
had not been already broadened by the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1893, it would be matter of regret that the Court of Appeal 
found itself compelled in Re Fieldwick (1909, 1 Ch. 1) to overrule 
the decision of KekEWICH, J., in Re Ann (1894, 1 Ch. 549), 
Under the Act of 1882, as is well known, a married woman did 
not incur liability under a contract when she had no separate estate 
at the date of the contract, notwithstanding that she subsequently 
became of such estate out of which the liabilit; 
have been satisfied. And section 4 of the Act provided 


have “the effect of making the property liable for her 


could 
t the 
execution of a general power by will by a married woman should 


1893 precludes any such question as to contracts subsequent to 
that year by removing the requirement that the contracting 
married woman must have separate property at the date of the 
contract. 


Aerial Navigation. 
SoME EIGHTEEN months (vol. 51, p. 771) we dealt with one 
aspect of the problem of aerial navigation, viz., how far an owner 
of land might be thought to have the power of preventing airships 
from crossing his land. We pointed out the limited extent in 
English law of the maxim Cujus est solum ejus est usque ad 
celum ; the passing of a bullet overhead in itself gives no cause 
of action ; on the other hand, the erection of a telephone wire over- 
head may give a cause of action. Finally, the suggestion was made 
that the right to the column of air over a piece of land may pos- 
sibly come to be regarded much as a general right to light and 
air is now regarded—i.e., not as a proprietary right strictly. 
The question of aerial navigation has now begun to assume a wider 
and larger importance, for it has entered the domain of inter- 
national law. In that domain the problem is: Is each territorial 
sovereign or nation to be entitled to exclude other nations from 
the use of the air above its territory, and if so, to what extent ? 
If the air overhead is to be free and open to the use of other 
nations, no doubt it will not be difficult to arrive at some 
agreement among the Powers which will gradually become the 
recognized rule of international law. The more important, and 
more difficult, question is that which must first be settled : Is 
the air above to be free at all for other nations to use? In 
attempting to determine this, we are confronted with a 
somewhat nice “competition of opposite analogies,” in PALEY’s 
phrase. In laying down a new rule in public or international 
law on this point are we to follow the analogy of En lish 
law and say that territorial sovereignty extends to only a 
limited distance above the surface of the earth, or are we to 
follow the analogy of the civil law, by which territorial yes aL 
would extend usgue ad celum % it is true that, in the wo 
of Grotius, Ulpianus mare omnibus patere dizit, et omnium esse 
sicut aer—— ‘all men” meaning here “all nations,” not all men of 
the same nation—but no such problem as that presented by 
the coming era of aerial navigation had ted itself to 
either ULPIAN or Grotius, and the inclusion of “air” must be 
taken as obiter only. The sea, in fact, as an analogy, is out of 
court. A vessel ten miles out at. sea can do little harm to 
an enemy on shore; but who shall say that an airship ten 
miles up in the air can do no damage to an enemy underneath ? 
In endeavouring to balance the merits of the two “ opposite 
analogies” referred to, it is well to bear in mind that the rule of 
the civil law (usque ad celum, &c.) has been modified on the Con- 
tinent as well as in England ; for instance, in Germany an owner 
of land is not entitled to prevent the = balloons at a 
height over hisland. Seeing that a “dirigible,” or an aeroplane, 
iid do mischief at almost any height to which it might conceiv- 


debts and other liabilities in the same manner as her abr ascend, i . 
3 : , it would seem that the anal of the civil 
separate estate is made liable under this Act.” In anf rule in its ype ee is ron likely o be adopted 


applying this provision in Re Ann (supra) KEKEWICH, J., treated 
“debts and other liabilities” as referring to such liabilities as 
the married woman would have incurred had she been free to con- 
tract, and he looked only to the resulting liability of the separate 
state —without con- 
sidering how the liability was established. But in fact, as CozENs- 


estate—and therefore of the appointed property 
Harpy, M.R., pointed out in Re Fieldwick (supra), the learned 


judge was anticipating the Act of 1893, rather than construing 
1 Under the earlier Act separate property was not 
liable at all, unless, as just stated, the married woman had separate 
property at the time of contracting, and since, under section 4, the 
liability of appointed property is put on the same footing as the 
te estate, it is subject to the same condition. The 
based on the possession of separate property at the 
In Re Mieldwick a married woman had at the 
date of the contract in 1891 no separate property in respect of which 
shecould have been supposed to have contracted, but she had a power 
of appointment over property by will, which she exercised. The 
of Appeal held that no liability arose under the contract so 

as to be enforceable against the ag wee property, and reversed the 
h Ann, The Act of 


that of 1882. 


liability of se 
liability must 
date of the contract. 


decision of Parker, J., who followed 


than the English modification of it, and that the 
Powers will be more likely to agree to absolute than to 
partial prohibition of aerial navigation by foreigners over their 
respective pega re be course, sO"far as foreigners are 
now allowed to travel by in other countries. A suggestion 
has been made in the daily Press that a Royal Commission should 
be appointed in England to consider whole question of 
aeronautics, and among the proposed agenda are the following : 
« International aerial laws in peace and war” ; “consideration of 
international ‘open routes’ for all airships.” These two subjects 
are obviously outside the scope of any such commission. What is 
wanted is an in i meeting—a diplomatic conference of 
the Powers. 


Illegal Life Policies. 


Wa necmermay bed cumeten (ents 3 144) to refer to those 
marine policies which are known as P.P.L,, or honour policies, and 
mentioned that such policies, though void under the Marine 
Insurance Act, 1745, and the Gaming Act, 1845, and ignored by 
our courts, are in frequent use as a form of betting upon the loss 
or safe arrival of ships. It is well known that by another Act, 
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the Life Assurance Act, 1774, a life insurance where the person 
for whose use the insurance is made has no interest is void. But 
notwithstanding this Act, insurances are frequently effected on the 
lives of parents and persons in whose lives the person insuring 
has no pecuniary interest, and insurance companies have been in 
the habit of paying claims under these policies without dispute. 
Attempts have, however, been recently made on the part of such 
persons, after the payment of a number of premiums, to avoid 
their policies and recover back what they have paid, on the 
anal thes they were induced to effect the insurance by a fraudulent 
representation that it was quite legal. The last of these cases has just 
been determined by the judge of the City of London Court. A 
daughter, who had insured the life of her father in 1895, dis- 
covered, upon his death, a few months ago, that the amount payable 
by the company was considerably less than that of the premiums 
which she had paid. Being informed that she had no insurable 
interest in her father’s life, she brought her action to recover back 
the premiums, alleging that the agents of the insurance company 
had induced her to insure her father’s life by fraudulently repre- 
senting that it could legally be done. The company insisted that 
there been no misrepresentation, and, assuming that the policy 
was illegal, expressed their willingness to pay the amount insured. 
The judge held that there was no proof of misrepresentation and 
gave judgment for the defendants. He, at the same time, ex- 
his regret at the prevalence of these illegal insurances, 

h it did not appear that the companies were in the habit of 
repudiating their liability. This regret will be shared by those who 
have observed the increase of gambling transactions in this 
country, which are attended with peculiar dangers in the case of life 
insurance. 


Nominal Plaintiffs. 


IT Is a principle recognized by the courts that a plaintiff is not 
to be debarred from access to them by reason of his poverty ; and 
though, if he is dissatisfied with an adverse decision, he may be 
required to give security for costs before being allowed the luxury 
of an appeal, no such security is required at the first bringing of 
his action. There is no reason, however, for extending this privi- 
lege, which is intended for a person suing as the proper plaintiff, 
to one who is put forward as a “ nominal plaintiff,” and in such 
cases it is settled that security for costs can be required where the 
plaintiff is insolvent or is shewn to be without means. In the 
recent case of While v. Buit (1909, 1 K. B. 50) an attempt 
was made to extend this rule to the case of a person suing as 
trustee, on the ground that he had no beneficial interest in the 
, subject-matter of the action. The action was brought by trustees 
of a separation deei to recover a sum of money alleged to be due 
as arrears of an annuity which the defendant had covenanted to 
pay. But the Court of Appeal declined to allow that the trustees 
were nominal plantiffs, or, as BucKLEy, L.J., put it, “ fictitious 
plantiffs,” within the meaning of the rule. “1 am startled,” he 
said, “that anyone should put forward the proposition 
that trustees, like the plaintiffs, come within the rule 
as to ‘nominal plaintiffs,’ because they have no beneficial interest 
in the subject-matter of the litigation.” They are, indeed, not 
nominal plaintiffs, but the proper and necessary persons to be 
made plaintiffs in an action to enforce the rights of the bene- 
ficiaries under the trust deed. The persons who are usually 
meant by the phrase “nominal plaintifis” were described by 
Bowen, L.J., in Cowell v. saylor (31 Ch. D., p. 38): “The 
two most familiar cases of this kind are cases where a person has 
divested himself of his interest and handed it over to someone else in 
order that the transferee may sue for him, and cases where a person 
who has commenced a suit divests himself of his interest in the 
course of the suit in order that another person may carry it on for 
his benefit.” A trustee of a deed of assignment may fall within 
the former of these classes (Greener v. E. Kahn & Co. (Limited), 
1906, 2 K. B. 372) ; but not the trustee under an ordinary trust 
deed, who is the person marked out by the deed as the protector 
of the interests which it creates. 


Liability of Railway Company to Repair 
Approaches to Level Crossings. 
THE case of Hertfordshire County Council v. Great Eastern 
Railway Co., decided by Jur, J., on the 19th of December, on a 











special case, raised an important question as to the obligation on 
the part of railway companies to repair the highways over level 
crossings, including the approaches on either side thereof. The 
defendants were owners of a railway under a special Act. by which 
they were authorized to divert or alter the course of any roads or 
ways so as more conveniently to carry the same over the railway, 
and in the course of constructing their railway at level crossings 
they made their railway at a higher level than that of the original 
highways crossed by the railway, and in order to bring the high. 
ways up to the level and to render them continuous, they raised 
the adjoining lengths of the highways on either side of the 
railway. The defendants admitted their liability to maintain 
and keep in repair the portions of the highways lying inside 
the gates by the side of the railway, but disputed their 
liability in regard to the approaches and the highways outside 
the gates. It was admitted that the statute which authorized 
their interference with the highway was silent as to their 
liability, and that these approaches, and the highways 
upon them, had never been kept in repair by the highway 
authorities of the districts. The learned judge, after reviewing 
the cases which were brought to his notice, was of opinion that 
the defendants were liable, on the ground that it was an established 
principle that, whenever a body of persons are for their own 
benefit authorized by statute to cut through a public road, they 
are bound to do what is necessary to make and maintain an 
equally convenient passage for the public. We understand that 
the case will be taken to the Court of Appeal. The general 
principle of the decision is supported by Reg. v. Aly (15 Q. B. 
827), but the defendants relied, and will rely in the Court of 
Appeal, on inferences from different sections of the special Act. ‘ 


Compulsory Taking of Part of Premises. 


CoNTROVERSY HAS arisen, and is likely to continue, with respect 


to a further inroad upon the policy of section 92 of the Lands 
Clauses Act, 1845, which is — by an improvement Bill 
promoted by the London County Council. Section 92 enacts that 
no person shall be required to sell ‘a part only of any house, or other 
building or manufactory,” if he is willing and able to sell and 
convey the whole thereof. Accordingly where notice has been 
given to treat for a portion of premises, a counter-notice can be given 
by the owner requiring the promoters to take the whole. This, how- 
ever, was found to impose too heavy a burden upon public under- 
takings, and in recent years it has been customary to modify section 
92 by introducing into the special Act a clause known as the 
“material detriment clause.” The clause provides that, not- 
withstanding section 92, if part of the premises can, in the opinion 
of the authority assessing the compensation, be severed from the 
remainder without material detriment to the remainder, then the 
promoters may take the portion, and the compensation is to include 
damages for the severance. Hence, where the procedure is under 
an Act containing such a clause, the jury or arbitrator have to 
determine, first, whether the portion can be severed without 
material detriment, ‘and, secondly, if this is so, the amount of 
compensation, including damages for the severance. It appears 
that by the clause in question the London County Council propose 
to get rid of the necessity of going into the question of material 
detriment, and to obtain power as of course to take part of premises, 
remaining liable, however, to pay with the purchase price com- 
pensation for the severance. ‘Ihe réasons for the innovation have 
not been stated, but it will probably be found to constitute no more 
serious invasion of the rights of property owners than that already 
made by the “ material detriment clause,” and it may be assumed 
that it has been suggested by practical considerations. The question 
of material detriment is a troublesome one for the jury to decide, 
and the fact that “detriment,” whatever it may be, must be 
allowed for in the compensation should be a sufficient check upon 
the exercise of the statutory powers. It is not proposed to 
authorize structural severance. 


Sir Charles James Napier and the Battle of 
Corunna. 

THE CELEBRATION of the centenary of the battle of Corunna, 
chiefly remembered by the glorious death of Sir JoHN Moors, 
may remind English lawyers that another distinguished officer, 
Major tahewante Sir CHARLES James) Napier, having been 
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dangerously wounded and left for dead on the field of battle, was 
reported in the despatches of Sir JoHN Hops to be amongst the 
number of the slain. It appeared afterwards that he had been 
taken to Marshal Sourt’s quarters, where he received every 
attention, and he was soon afterwards set at liberty on parole 
not to serve again until exchanged. In the meantime, as 
appears from the case In the Goods of Charles James Napier 
(1 Phill. 83), probate of his last will and testament 
had been granted to his brother as the sole executor named 
in his will, upon an affidavit by the brother that he had 
received intelligence, which he believed to be correct, that Major 
Naprer had been killed in the battle of Corunna. The executors 
afterwards applied to the judge of the Ecclesiastical Court for the 
revocation of the probate, and Major NAPIER at the same time 
appeared personally and was identified. A decree was accordingly 
made for the cancellation of the probate and the return of the 
original will to the testator. Major NAptEr, after a brilliant 
military career, especially in India, died in 1853. 








The Admission of Extrinsic Evidence 
in the Construction of Wills. 


A CASE of considerable interest upon the admission of extrinsic 
evidence in the construction of wills has been decided in Re Ofner 
(1909, 1 Ch. 60), and the Court of Appeal have held, reversing 
SwINFEN Eapy, J., that instructions for a will may be admissible for 
the purpose of explaining a mistake in the will as to the name of 
a legatee. The principles of the construction of wills do not, in 
eneral, differ from those applicable in the case of other written 
eu and they have been stated with but slight variation in 
numerous cases. 
intention of the author of the document, but this is the intention 
expressed by the words which he has used, not the intention 
which it might be supposed he would under the circum- 
stances have had; and hence, when the meaning of the 
vords is in themselves plain, and no doubt arises when 
they come to be applied to the persons or things to which 
they relate, such meaning must be adopted. But every document 
has to be construed with reference to surrounding circumstances ; 
the court, it has frequently been said, is entitled to be placed in 
the position of the testator or settlor or other author ; and such 
surrounding circumstances may influence either the meaning to 
be attached to the words themselves, or their application to specific 
persons or things. It may also influence the construction of words 
which, apart from the surrounding cireumstances, might seem to 
be clear. Hence there is a large field for the admission of extrinsic 
evidence in the construction of written documents, without going 
behind the document itself and introducing direct evidence of the 
intention of the author. This last evidence can be introduced in one 
case, and only one—namely, where there is a latent ambiguity— 
an ambiguity, that is, which is only revealed when the instrument 
is applied to external objects—and all other means of ascertaining 
which of two or more persons or things is intended have failed. 
The above principles are incorporated in the rules laid down 
in Wigram on Extrinsic Evidence, which have frequently received 
judicial approbation, and in particular in the fifth proposition (4th 
ed., p. 65): “For the purpose of determining the object of a 
testator’s bounty, or the subject of disposition, or the quantity of 
interest intended to be given by his will, a court may inquire 
into orery material fact relating to the person who claims to be 
interested under the will, and to the property which is claimed 
as the subject of disposition, and to the circumstances of the 
testator, and of his family and affairs, for the pur of enabling 
the court to identify the person or thing intended by the testator 
or to determine the quantity of interest he has given by his will.” 
With which may be quoted the following dictum of Lord 
WENSLEYDALE, whose judgments on questions of construction 
are of the highest importance, in Grey v. Pearson (6 H. L, C., 
p. 106): “The will must be in writing, andthe only question is, 
what is the meaning of the words used in that writing. To 
ascertain which every part of it must be considered with the help 
of those surrounding circumstances, which are admissible in evi 
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; be determined is not, primarily, what was the habit of the testator, 
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dence to explain the words, and put the court as nearly as possible ,. 
in the situation of the writer of the instrument, ppeeers Ae the 
principle laid down in the excellent work of Sir Jamzs WicRAM 
on that subject”: cf. Roddy v. Fitzgerald (6 H. L. C., p. 876); and 
generally as to the admission of extrinsic evidence see Re Grainger 
(1900, 2 Ch. 756, judgment of Riesy, L.J., p. 763), in H. L. 
Higgins v. Dawson (1902, A. C. 1); and fer a recent instance of the 
rejection of direct evidence of intention, see Re Cheadle (1900, 2 
Ch. 620). 

Upon the above principles all documents which are merely 
preparatory to the written instrument, and are superseded by it, 
are excluded from consideration in construing such final instru- 
ment ; and instructions for a will are excluded, both upon this 
ground and upon the ground that they are not executed asa 
testamentary instrument. Hence it is not surprising that in Re 
Ofner (su; ra) SWINFEN Eapy, J., should have refused to admit 
such instructions as evidence for the purpose of construing the 
will. But in the view of the Court of Appeal the decision of the 
learned judge ignored the distinction between admitting extrinsic 
evidence of the intention of the testator, and admitting such evi- 
dence for the purpose of unding the words which he has used ; 
and instructions for a wil, while not admissible under the first 
head, may, it was held, be admitted as part of the surrounding 
circumstances available under the second head. A testator, who was 
a native of Austria, by his will appointed “ Dr. ALFRED OFNER, of 
Prague,” one of his executors, and gave to him if he proved the 
will £200, and if he did not prove the will £100. He then gave 
pecuniary legacies to various nieces and a nephew by name, and 
“to my grandnephew RoBerT OFNER ” £100, and “to my grand 
nephew Curt OFNER” and to other named relatives other 
pecuniary legacies. The residue was given to these legatees, 
including “ the said, Dr. ALFRED OFNER . ROBERT OFNER. 
and CurT OFNER,” in equal shares. 


Here, then, was a case in which no doubt arose on the face of 
the will itself, and the difficulty, if any, would only be discovered 
when it was sought to ascertain who were the persons indicated by 
the will. Upon inquiring as to the identity of these persons it 
appeared that the testator had no grandnephew or other relative 
of the name of “ RoBERT OFNER,” but he had four, and only 
four, grandnephews, namely, Dr. ALFRED OFNER, RICHARD OFNER, 
Curt OFNER, and BotHo OFNER, the first two being brothers. 
There was, consequently, no person who answered to the description 
“my grandnephew RoBert OFNER,” and the question arose 
whether there was any evidence properly missible for 
the purpose of identifying the person indicated by the 
testator. In connection with the preparation of the will, the 
testator had given to his solicitors a memorandum in his own 
handwriting which contained the following direction: “To my 
grandnephew Dr. ALFRED OFNER, of Prague, £200 if he proves m 
will, if not £100. To his brother Ropert OrneR £100,” and thi 
memorandum was offered as evidence to shew that the testator mis- 
took the name of Dr. ALFRED OFNER’s brother, and described him 
in the will as “ Ropert” instead of “ RicHaRD.” SWINFEN Eapy, 
J., refused to admit this memorandum, but, as already stated, his 
decision was reversed by the Court of Appeal It.must be admitted 
that a mere mistake on the part of the testator cannot be corrected 
by evidence of instructions for the will, so as to attribute to the tes- 
tator an intention other than that expressed by the will : Bernasconi 
v. Atkinson (10 Hare, ey Drake v. Drake (8 H. L. C. 172), 
Charter v. Charter (L. R. 7 H. L., p 377); and the memorandum, 
considered as mere instructions for the will, was properly rejected. 

But to introduce it as evidence of the person whom the testator 
designated as “ my grandnephew RoBERT OFNER ” was a different 
matter. Where a testator has been in the habit of — a@ per- 
son by a wrong name, and introduces such name into his will, 
then evidence of the habit is admissible. This is clearly one of 
the surrounding circumstances which enable the words of 
the will to be applied to the right object. In the present 
cace it was argued that to admit such evidence it must 
amount to proof of habit, and that a mistake contained 
in a single | toms would not be sufficient to establish 
the fact that the testator in his will used a misdescription for 
the person he intended to point out. But the matter to 
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but who was the person whom he had in mind when he used the 
description, and to prove this in the present case the memorandum 
was admissible. It shewed that the testator had at the date of 
the will in fact described Dr. ALFRED OFNER’S only brother as 
Rosert, although his real name was RICHARD. This was a cir- 
cumstance admissible to shew that the testator, when he referred 
to “ RopeRT OFNER” in his will, made the same mistake and used 
the name to denote RICHARD OFNER. 

The Court of Appeal naturally admitted that evidence of habit 
as regards a misdescription was stronger than evidence of a mis- 
take contained in a single document, but it did not follow that a 
single document. was not admissible at all. ‘The weight of a 
particular document,” said CozEns-Harpy, M.R., “ is of course a 
different matter from its admissibility. When you find a docu- 
ment practically contemporaneous with the will, and a document 
of intrinsic importance in itself, I shrink from saying not only 
that it isnot an admissible document, but that itis not a document 
which, in the absence of all countervailing evidence, ought to be 
acted upon by the court.” The fact that the document was 
instructions for a will did not prevent it from being used for this 
purpose. As FARWELL, L.J., put it, “thedocument is admissible 
in evidence not because, but notwithstanding that, it is instructions 
for a will.” The case may appear at first sight to fall near the 
line, but it illustrates very neatly the distinction between using a 
collateral document to prove directly the testator’s intention when 
he executed his will—which is not permissible—and using it to 
explain the words used in the will, which is permissible. 








The Attestation of Wills. 


In nearly every case of a form of attestation being printed in a 
book of precedents it will be found that the witnesses are stated 
to have subscribed their names “in the presence of each other.” 
In nearly every case, also, it is pointed out that, although it is 
the practice for witnesses to subscribe “in the presence of each 
other,” this is not necessary. The rule is concisely stated in 
Theobald on Wills (7th: ed.), at p. 34: “The witnesses must 
subscribe in the presence of the testator, but they need not 
subscribe in the presence of each other.” The founda- 
tion of what may be called the generally accepted con- 
struction of this part of section 9 of the Wills Act, 
1837, is a decision of the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council: Faulds v. Jackson (6 Notes of Cases 
Suppl. 1), decided on the 14th of June, 1845. This was 
followed in 1855 by a decision of Sir J. Dopson in the Preroga- 
tive Court—Jn the Goods of Webb (1 Jur. N. S. 1096); and in 
1879 by a decision of Wanrey, J., in Ireland: Sullivan v. 
Sullivan (3 L. R. Ir. 299). These appear to be the only rele- 
vant authorities in the English and Irish reports. On the 17th 
of June, 1845 (three days after the decision in Faulds v. 
Jackson), another case of the same kind came before the Judicial 
Committee, and on the 25th of July judgment was delivered and 
a decision was given to precisely the contrary effect : Casement v. 
Fulton (5 Moo. P. C. 14). The previous case of Faulds v. 
Jackson was not cited, and, apparently on this ground princi- 
pally, Casement +. Fulton has been disregarded, and treated as 
the inferior decision. As neither of the two decisions in the 
Privy Council, nor the decision in the Prerogative Court, are 
binding on the Supreme Court of Judicature—unless possibly in 
the Probate Division of the High Court—and as the Irish case is 
not binding on the English courts at all, the question of the 
proper construction of section 9 of the Wills Act, 1837, on this 
point must be regarded as an open one, so far as actual authority 
is concerned. It is therefore permissible to inquire whether 
there is any intrinsic superiority in the decision of Faulds v. 
Jackson over Casement v. Fulton, or other reason for the latter 
being regarded as inferior. 

FPaulds v. Jackson was an appeal from the Exchequer and 
Prerogative Court of York. The committee who heard the 


appeal were Lord Brovonau, Lord Wuarncurre (Lord Presi- 
dent), Dr. Lesnisoton, and Vice-Chancellor Ksiout-Brvce, 
the judgment being delivered by Lord Brovonau. The 
principal contest in the court below had been whethe 





the witnesses saw the testator sign the will, and whethe 
he had acknowledged his signature. It was held jp 
the court below that the Act does not require the wit. 
nesses to subscribe in the presence of each other. Lord 
Brovucuam’s judgment deals mainly with the question of the 
witnesses seeing the testator’s signature, and does not express} 
touch on the point of construction of section 9, as to whether the 
witnesses need subscribe in each other’s presence. The appeal 
being dismissed, and the decision below upheld, the Judicial 
Committee by their judgment necessarily decide that witnesses 
need not subscribe in the presence of each other. 

Casement v. Fulton was an appeal from the Supreme Court of 
Judicature at Calcutta, on the ecclesiastical side. The committee 
who heard the appeal were Lord Brovenam, Dr. Lusxinenoy, 
Vice-Chancellor Kyiaut-Bruce, and Mr. T. Pemsrrton Lzigu, 
Section 7 of the Indian Wills Act of 1838 was substantially a 
transcript of section 9 of the Wills Act, 1837, and the question in 
the appeal was (as in Faulds v. Jackson) whether the will of a 
testator had been duly attested, one of the circumstances being 
that the witnesses had not subscribed their names in the presence 
of each other. As already stated, the appeal was opened on the 
17th of June, three days after the judgment in Faulds y, 
Jackson had been delivered, and judgment in the Indian appeal 
was delivered on the 25th of July. This judgment also was 
delivered by Lord Brovenaw, and it will be noticed that, with 
the substitution of Mr. T. Pewserton Leicn for Lord Wuanvy. 
cLIFFE, the Judicial Committee consisted of the same members as 
had sat in the appeal of Faulds v. Jackson. The latter case, 
however, does not appear to have been mentioned, or to have 
been present to the minds of anyone engaged in Casement y. 
Fulton. The great distinction between the two cases is this, 
that whereas in Faulds v. Jackson the question of the witnesses 
not subscribing their names in each other’s presence was not 
expressly adverted to on appeal, in Casement v. Fulton this 
question was elaborately discussed in Lord Brovenam’s judg- 
ment, and the conclusion was arrived at that the witnesses must 
sign in each other’s presence. The Judicial Committee on this 
occasion considered that the language of the enactment (section 9 
of the Wills Act, 1837) could not reasonably bear any other con- 
struction. It was held that the words “such witnesses” must 
mean the “witnesses present at the same time” immediately 
before referred to. 

In In the Goods of Webb (1855, 1 Jur. N. S. 1096) both 
Faulds v. Jackson and Casement v. Fulton were cited, but the 
former of these two cases was erroneously stated to be the later 
in date. An unreported decision of Sir H. Jenner Fustr (Chad- 
wick v. Palmer) in 1851 was also cited, in which it was held 
that the witnesses need not subscribe in the presence of each 
other. Sir J. Dopson, without giving any reasons, granted 
probate of a will, the witnesses to which had not subscribed in 
each other’s presence. The case is carelessly reported. 

In Sullivan vy. Sullivan (1879, 3 L. R. Ir. 299) both Faulds 
v. Jackson and Casement v. Fulton weré cited, and Faulds v. 
Jackson was followed. In 1856, however, under similar circum- 
stances, Casement v. Fulton had been followed in Ireland, as 
being the later decision, and one in which the question was 
expressly dealt with: see Slack v. Busteed (6 Ir. Ch. R. 1). In 
the latter case the judge who followed Casement v. Fulton 
(Surrn, M.R.) did so solely on the high authority of the decision 
—he himself thought the case had been wrongly decided by the 
Judicial Committee. 

As illustrating the difference in the Irish decisions, and the 
preference displayed in judicial opinion for Faulds y. Jackson, 
it may be pointed out that the unfortunate contradiction in the 
Judicial Committee’s decision has produced the same results in 
Colonial Courts as in Ireland. In one case, in Victoria, Faulds 
v. Jackson has been deliberately followed in preference to 
Casement v. Fulton: Re Foley (6 V. UL. R. 1. 95). In another 
case, in Queensland, Casement vy. Fulton has been followed 
unwillingly, though Faulds vy. Jackson does not seem to have 
been cited: Cranley v. Fahy (4 Q. L. J. 197). 

On the assumption that the two Privy Council decisions exactly 
balance one another, it will be noticed that, so far as the judicial 
authority of reported English decisions goes, 7n the Goods of 
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Webb is the one case that supports the view that witnesses need 
not subscribe in the presence of each other. But if attention is 
to be paid to the Privy Council decisions as authorities to be 
followed, it would seem that Casement v. Fulton is of 
superior authority to Faulds v. Jackson. In the first 
place, Casement v. Fulton is the later decision. The 
Judicial Committee have never adopted the rule laid down by the 
House of Lords, to the effect that they are bound by their own 
decisions. Consequently, Faulds v. Jackson may well be 
regarded as having been overruled by the later inconsistent 
decision. In the next place, the question expressly discussed and 
adjudicated on in Casement v. Fulton was not dealt with at all 
in Faulds v. Jackson on the appeal, and may perhaps have been 
overlooked. 

The practical lesson to be drawn from a discussion of this 
difficult question is that the usual form of attestation clause 
should on no account be dispensed with, and that, whether there 
is an attestation clause or not, the witnesses should on no account 
be allowed to subscribe their names except in the presence of 
each other. The penalty for relying on the statement that this 
precaution is unnecessary may be the furnishing of a leading case 
which shall finally set the matter at rest. 





Reviews. 
The Laws of England. 


Tae Laws or ENGLAND: BEING A COMPLETE STATEMENT OF THE 


WHoLE oF THE Law or ENGLAND. By the Right Honourable 
the Eart or Hatssury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain 1885-1886, 1886-1892, and 1895-1905, and Other 
Lawyers. Vor, IV.: Carriers, CHAriTIEs, CHOosEs-IN- ACTION, 
oe Commons AND RicHTs or Common. Butterworth & 
‘0. 


The five articles contained in this volume of the Laws of England 
have been contributed as follows :—Carriers, by Master Macnamara 
and Mr. H. W. Disney ; Charities, by Mr. Cecil A. Hunt, revised by 
Mr. C, A. Cook, Chief Charity Commissioner ; Choses in Action, by 
Mr. W. D. Rawlins, K.C., and Mr. Walter R. Warren; Clubs, by Sir 
EK. Carson, K.C., and Mr. William Bowstead ; and Commons, by 
Mr. George Pemberton Leach, Assistant Commissioner to the 
Board of Agriculture and Fisheries. The table of contents 
includes a large number of other matters, with cross-references 
to the articles where they have been or will be treated. 
In this way the main design of the work, which is to present 
the reader with full articles upon a comparatively small number 
of subjects, is very conveniently reconciled with the reader’s 
counter-requirement of oy reference to the particular point 
under his consideration. he volume also contains a full 
list of abbreviations used in it, a table of cases with refer- 
ences to all the reports, and an index. In this also it follows 
the general plan of the work, which is to make each volume 
as far as possible complete in itself, and generally it may be said that 
the requirements of readers, as rds arrangement of matter and 
the printing of the volume, ating oe fully met by the editors, the 
publishers, and the printers. 

To turn to the particular articles, that on Carriers has been _care- 
wae By opens with a view to the original common law liability, as 
varied by statute, notably by the Carriers Act, 1830. The modern 
development of the business of carrying ngers and goods, 
chiefly by railway, has been productive of no fittle litigation, and the 
various authorities have been neatly and fully collected. Space and 
the plan of the book forbid more than a concise statement of the 
rules which they have established ; but occasionally a short 
résumé of the facts of a case is given in the notes; in the case, 
for instance, of Great Western Ratlway Co. v. Bunch ‘oy App. Cas. 31) 
where, under the circumstances, a passenger was held to be justifi 
in leaving luggage in the care of the railway company forty 
minutes before the time for the starting of the train. Part III. of 
the article treats of “ Carriers of Persons,” and lays down the rules as 
to the d of care necessary, and as to the contract implied from the 
issue and taking of a ticket. Several recent cases, as the notes testify, 
have resulted from disputes between railway companies and their 
passengers as to the right to break the journey, and the victory has 
remained with the companies. The authors, of course, accept these 
decisions, for the object of the work is to state the law, not to criticize 
it ; but it is a plausible opinion that the ordinary rules of contract are 
not properly applicable to the relation constituted between a railway 
company and its passengers by the issue of a ticket. The 


Among the subjects dealt with are—Part IL, Assurances for” 
Charitable Uses ; Part IIL, Charitable Trusts ; Part IV., 
Schemes and the \ og Doctrine; Part IX., Jurisdiction over 
Charities ; and Part X., Practice. Few matters give more difficulty 
than to determine when a charity falls within the exemptions speci- 
fied in section 62 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853. The various 
cases on this head, many of them quite recent, are collected and their 
effect stated at pp. 305, 306 ; and the section dealing with assurances 
for charitable uses contains a valuable statement and exposition of 
the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Acts, 1888 and 1891. The whole 
article, indeed, in its arrangement and matter, is a good sample of 
the character of the work. The article on Choses in Action gives the 
reader, inter alia, the effect of the cases on section 25 (6) of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, and on equitable assignments, including a state- 
ment of the doctrine of notice of assignment as affecting the priority 
of incumbrancers ; and as regards “ Clubs ” and ‘“‘ Commons ” we must 
content ourselves with the remark that these articles appear to be as 
complete and as carefully arranged as the others. 





The Companies Consolidation Act. 


Tae Compantes (ConsotipaTion) Act, 1908: EeINe a KuIno’s 
Printer’s Copy BounD UP WITH AN INDEX TO THE ACT, AND 
TaBLes SHEWING WHERE THE CORRESPONDING SECTIONS OF THE 
REPEALED ACTS ARE TO BE FouND IN THE New Act, AND VICE 
Versa. By Cecu, W. Turnen, Barrister-at-Law. The Solicitors’ 
Law Stationery Society (Limited). 

Until more elaborate works appear on the recent Act, this manual 
will be found of service to practitioners. It contains a King’s 
printer’s copy of the Act, followed by a full index to its provisions, 
and tables shewing (1) what sections of the repealed Acts are 
reproduced or represented by each of the sections of the consolidating 
Act, and (2) by what sections of the Act the sections of the old Acts 
are reproduced. 





‘Books of the Week. 


A Treatise on the Law of Contracts, By Josepx Currry, ja 
Esq. The Fifteenth Edition. By Wyatt Parye, Barrister-at-Law. 
Price 30s. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Arnould on the Law of Marine Insurance and Average. Eighth 
Edition. By Epwarp Louis pe Hart, M.A., LL.B. (Cantab.), and 
Rapa Iuirr Stmey, B.A. (Oxon.), Barristers-at-Law. In Two Vols. 
Price £3 33. Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Reports of Rating Appeals Heard Before the London and 
other Quarter Sessions, the King’s Bench Division, the Court of 
Appeal and the House of Lords, 1904-1908. By E. M. Konstam, 
Barrister-at-Law. In Two Vols. Butterworth & Co. 

The English Reports. Vol. XC. : King’s Bench Division XIX., con- 
taining Skinner, Comberbach, Carthew, Holt K.B. William Green 
& Son, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908: being a King’s 
Printer’s Copy Bound up with an Index to the Act and Tables shew- 
ing where the Corresponding Sections of the Repealed Acts are to be 
Found in the New Act, and vice versé. By Cacu, W. TuRNER 
Barrister-at-Law. The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 
Price 2s. 6d. 

The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir Freperick Powtocs, 
Bart., D.C.L., LLD. January, 1909, Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
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Correspondence. 


Breach of Contracts of Service. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—With reference to your remarks as to contracts of service, I 
remember being in the court of the late Sir George Jessel and hearing 
him say, as nearly as I can recollect: “No, Mr. Blank, you cannot 
have an injunction. It is hiring and service. Contract of hiring and 
service sounds only in damages. It is the charter of the ing 
man’s wy 

Though I use inverted commas, I do not, after so many years, 
profess to repeat the exact words, but I am certain of the sense. 

The man whose contract of service can be enforced by imprison- 
ment is not a free citizen, He is really a slave, though (as in the 
case of the soldier) his condition may be most useful and 
honourable. 

But the inevitable military contract ought not to excuse the 
toleration of other slave contracts, 

A man cannot sell his right to exist. Why should he be allowed 
to sell his right to be free { Can there be anything more humiliating 





article on Charities has been prepared with great fulness. 





cA SIE RHA 2S ATS EIB 9 


Lae 


SaaS FR a Oe 


Bikes Secs, 


heme 


214 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








Jan. 23, 1909 








and ridiculous than to hear of a court imprisoning a man fer singing 

some comic song at a distance of less twenty miles from the 

= End-road ? CITIZEN. 
an. 7, 





Chartered Lawyers. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—The late Lord Esher, M.R., once remarked that he had heard 
of a “chartered libertine,” but he had never heard of a chartered 
accountant. I wonder what will be thought of the following con- 
vereation, which actually took place the other day :— 

Friend a Well, how 1s your son (chartered accountant student) 

on ” 

Fond Father : “Oh, very well, thank you; but so far as I can 
judge from the number of law books I have to buy for him, he will 
a full-fledged lawyer before long. VERB Sap. 

London, Jan. 20. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


COLDRICK +. PARTRIDGE, JONES, & CO. (LIM.). No 1. 14th Jan. 


Master anp Servant—CommMon EmPLOYMENT—WoORKMAN TRAVELLING 
By Trams From Work—Train Betoncinc To EMPLOYERS—ACCIDENT 
To Workman Returninc Home Arter His Day’s Work. 


A master’s exemption from liability given by the doctrine of common 
em ment is not restricted to accidents caused by the negligence of a 
fellow workman working on the same work as that on which the injured 
man was engaged at the time of the accident, but covers the case of a 
collier, who, having ceased his day’s work in the pit, was killed on 
his way home by the negligence of a mason in the same employer's 
service, who was repairing a bridge on the colliery premises under which 
a train provided by the master to take the men to and from the village 
and the colliery was passing. 

Decision of Bray, J. (24 Times L. R. 646) affirmed. 


by the plaintiff, a widow, in an action brought under the Fatal 

A ents Act, 1846, to recover damages in respect of the death of her 
son, caused by the alleged negligence of the defendants’ servants. The 
defence was that the deceased had been guilty of contributory negligence 
and also that the servants by reason of ws aaalhanes bp had met 
with his death were in common employment with the deceased. The 
jury at the trial at Cardiff assizes found that the defendants’ servants 
were guilty of negligence, but disagreed as to the question of con- 
tributory negligence. On further consideration, Bray, J., held that 
the igence was that of a fellow workman of the deceased workman, 
and that the defendants were not liable, the accident having happened 
on the defendants’ premises, though the workman had at the time left 
work and was on his way home. Accordingly he entered judgment 
for the defendants. The facts were shortly that the defendants 
were the owners of collieries which communicated with 
each other, and also of a railway from the collieries to a neigh- 
i i . The railway was used for the conveyance of 
coal and materials to and from the collieries, and the defendants 
provided a train to convey their workmen to and from their work at 
the collieries. One of the defendants’ servants, a mason, was instructed 
to strengthen a wall which carried a bridge ing over the railway, 
and for that purpose had constructed a scaffolding close to the line. 
deceased man was returning from work, and was seated on the 





floor of a carriage with his feet projecting beyond the —— step. 


As the train passed under the bridge his foot struck the scaffolding, 
and he was thrown out on the line and killed. The ground of the 
was that the doctrine of common employment did not apply. 
mere fact that the accident was caused by the negligence of a 
man who was in the service of the same employers as the man who was 
injured was not enough. It must be established that both were engaged 
in work for the employer at the time of the accident, which thom had 
some common object in the attaining of which the men employed 
accepted the risk of injury from the negligence of others employed on 
that icular work. decision appealed from, it was said, carried 
ine of common employment further than any other previous 
decision. Here the deceased man had ceased work, and the work which 
was being carried out at the bridge had nothing whatever in common 
with his employment as a collier. Therefore the man whose negligence 
caused the accident was a “ stranger”’ to the deceased, and Bartonshill 
Coal Co. v. Reid (6 McQueen H. L. 266) and Bartonshill Coal Co. v. 
Maguire (id. 20) were referred to. For the respondents it was argued 
that the test was to ascertain the ultimate object of the employment. If, 
as here, that object was the same in the case of each of the men— 
pee Dery getting coal from the pit to the market, the fact that each 
i to that object in @ dissimilar way did not prevent them 
in common employment : Morgan v. Vale ye cath Railway 
1 B. 149) and The Petra (1803, P. D. ). No charge 
men for travelling in the train, and they were free to 
iked. The company were bound therefore only to 
, and the accident could not have happened but for 
negligence of the deceased. 





Vavenan Wit1ams, L.J., said that the ground on which the doctrine 
of common employment was regarded as exonerating the master from 
liability was that there was an implied term in the contract of service 
that the servant took the risk of injury by his fellow servants. The 
question then was what were the risks which the servant impliedly 
undertook : were they limited as the appellants contended? In his 
lordship’s opinion they were not so limited, but included every patent 
risk which the servant necessarily exposed himself to by reason of 
the nature of his employment. It was sought to limit the risk which 
the workman ran from the negligence of his fellow workmen to the 
risks run actually while he was working with them. But the workman 
had to get to and from his work, and his employment with his master 
did not cease the moment he ceased his work each day. It seemed to 
him that the fact that the workman accepted the offer to use the train 
to get him home made no difference to the point then being 
argued. Counsel for the appellant contended that the implied term 
of the contract ceased the moment the workman came up from 
the pit, because he was a collier and the risk he accepted was a risk 
which must be limited to the getting up of coal from the pit. His 
lordship did not agree. The man’s work for his master included 
getting to and from the pit, and the risks he undertook arising from 
common employment were commensurate with his contract of service. 
He agreed with the judgment of Bray, J. ou 

FarRwett and Buckiey, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.— 
CounseL, Abel Thomas, K.C., and J. Sankey; B. Francis-Williams, 
K.C., and A. Parsons. Soricrrors, Metcalfe & Sharpe, for T. 8. 
Edwards, Newport, Mon.; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for C. & W. 
Kenshole, Aberdare. 

[Reported by Ensxrve Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


R. v. CROSSLEY, Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Bigham and Walton, JJ. 
15th Jan. 


Crna LAw—PerRsuRY—ARBITRATION UNDER WoRKMEN’S COMPENSA- 
TIon Act, 1906—Corrupt AND WitFut Fatse Evidence In JUDICIAL 
PRoceeDING—PERJURY aT Common LAw—WoORKMEN’S COMPENSATION 
Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 1 (3); Scnepuze II., ss. 1, 2, 3, anp 4— 
WorxkMEN’s ComMPENSATION Rutes, 1907, Nos. 2 (1) anv 27. 


Arbitration before a county court judge under s. 1 (3) of the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906, is a judicial proceeding, and an indict- 
ment charging perjury at common law’in such a proceeding is good. 


This was an appeal against a conviction on an indictment alleging 
perjury at common law before Channell, J., at Liverpool assizes. The 
perjury was alleged to have been committed in the course of an arbitra- 
tion before a county court judge under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906. By section 1 (3) of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1907 : 
“If any question arises in any proceedings under this Act as to the 
liability to pay compensation under this Act _ the question, if 
not settled by agreement, shall, subject to the provisions of the first 
schedule to this Act, be settled by arbitration in accordance with the 
second schedule to this Act.’’ Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the second 
schedule to the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1907, are as follows: 
(1) For the purpose of settling any matter which under this Act is to 
be settled E arbitration, if any committee, representative of an 
employer and his workmen, exists with power to settle matters under 
this Act in the case of the employer and workmen, the matter shall, 
unless either party objects by notice in writing sent to the other party 
before the committee meet to consider the matter, be settled by the 
arbitration of such committee, or be referred by them in their discretion 
to arbitration as hereinafter provided. (2) If either party so objects 
or there is no such committee, or the committee so refers the matter 
or fails to settle the matter within six months from the date of 
the claim, the matter shall be settled by a single arbitrator 
agreed on by the parties, or, in the absence of agreement, 
by the judge of the county court, according to the procedure 
prescribed “ rules of court. (3) In England the matter, 
instead of being settled by the judge of the county court, may, if the 
Lord Chancellor so authorizes, be settled according to the like pro- 
cedure, by a single arbitrator appointed by that judge, and the 
arbitrator so appointed shall, for the purposes of this Act, have all the 
powers of that judge. (4) The Arbitration Act, 1889, shall not apply 
to any arbitration under this Act. By section 22 of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889 : ‘‘ Any person who wilfully and ey gives false evidence 
before any referee, arbitrator, or umpire, shall be guilty of perjury, 
as if the evidence had been given in open court, and may be dealt with, 
prosecuted, and punished accordingly.’’ By rule 2 of the Workmen's 
Compensation Rules, 1907, the parties are called “applicant and 
“ respondents,’ and by rule 27 : ‘‘ Subject to the special provisions of 
these rules the procedure on an arbitration shall the same as the 
procedure in an action commenced in the county court by plaint and 
summons in the ordinary way, and’ determined by the judge without 
a jury; and the statutory provisions and rules for the time being in 
force relating to such actions shall, with the gue modifications, 
apply to such arbitration acceding? 5 and in the application of such 
provisions and rules the applicant's request for arbitration shall 
deemed to be a summons with particulars annexed, the day fixed for 
proceeding with the arbitration shall be deemed to be the return day 
and the applicant and respondents shall be deemed to be plaintiff and 
defendants respéctively.”’ 
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Lord Atverstong, C.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said 
that in their oe the view taken by Mr. Justice Channell, although 
given without hearing full argument, was correct—viz., that arbitration 
proceedings before a county court. judge under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1906, constituted a judicial p ing. It was the 
fact, as Mr. Rushton had pointed out, that there were a number of 
expressions in that Act speaking of these proceedings as arbitrations, 
and of the county court judge as an arbitrator. It was also the fact 
that the provisions of the Arbitration Act, 1889, were excluded from the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, so that the Crown, in instituting 
these pence for perjury, could not rely upon section 22 of the 
former Act. They must therefore look at the Act of 1906 and the 
rules of 1907 to see how a county court judge was to act in these pro- 
ceedings. [His lordship then read section 1 (3) of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906, and sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the second 
schedule to that Act (see suprd.)] The use of the word arbitration did 
not of necessity make every person conducting the arbitration an 
arbitrator and nothing else. The county court judge acting in this 
matter, as appeared from these sections in the second schedule, was a 
statutory judge not chosen by the parties, but chosen because the 
parties could not agree upon an arbitrator, and he was to act according 
to the procedure prescribed by rules of court. [His lordship then 
referred to rules 2 (1) and 27 of the Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 
1907.] There were several other rules which treme g to the county 
court judge as being a judge appointed a eee to settle the disputes 
between the parties with the power to administer oaths. The proceed- 
ing had been called an arbitration, because, subject to appeal in certain 
cases, the county court judge settled these matters finally. Mr. Rushton 
had said that this proceeding was not a judicial proceeding, but an 
arbitration, that the judge was an arbitrator, and that because the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, had been excluded, no proceedings could be 
taken in the event of the commission of wilful and corrupt false evi- 
dence, as there was no section corresponding to section 22 of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, in the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. The 
fundamental question here was, whether this was a judicial proceeding ; 
if so, there was no doubt that perjury at common law could be com- 
mitted at that proceeding. They could well understand that when the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, was drafted, the basis of which was agreement 
between the parties, it was thought necessary to insert section 22, a 
special statutory provision rendering wilful and corrupt false evi- 
dence given at an arbitration perjury. But those considerations had 
no application to such a case as this, where the county court judge was 
appointed to settle the mafters in dispute, the parties having failed to 
agree. The consequences would be very serious if there was no power 
to punish perjury, committed in proceedings of this kind. In their 
opinion, these proceedings being judicial proceedings, the indictment 
charging perjury at common law was properly laid. The appeal, there- 
fore, would be dismissed.—Counset, Gilbert Jordan; T. EB. Rushton. 
Sonicrrors, Director of Public Prosecutions; Registrar of Court of 
uriminal Appeal. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





County Courts. 


BYLES v. POOL AND ANOTHER. Uxbridge. 9th Dec. ; 15th Jan. 


Master AND SERVANT—WORKMEN’s Compensation Act (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), 
1906—ApPLIcATION FOR AWARD—Poor Law Retmer—Parriut De- 
PENDENCY—ANNUITY AS Basis or CALCULATION. 


When an applicant for an award under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, was in the receipt of Poor Law relief. 

Held, that such source of means must be taken into account when 
fixing the amount of compensation. 

Further, the adoption of the cost of an annuity as a basis for thé 
calculation of the compensation was erroneous. 


This was an application, at the Uxbridge County Court, under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906. George Byles, a labourer, died 
on the 12th of August last from injuries caused by a kick from a cow. 
The respondent, Pool, was his employer. His average earnings at the 
time of his death were £1 a week. The applicant, Alice Byles, his 
mother and a widow, aged seventy-one, claimed to be wholly dependent 
upon the earnings of her son. She had no private means or income, 
but was in receipt of 2s. a week from the guardians of the poor. 
Elizabeth Byles, a sister of the deceased, lived with the applicant and 
her brother. She earned a little money at times, when not attending 
upon the applicant, which she gave to her mother; it avera about 
4s. a week. The deceased man always handed 14s. out of his wages 
to his mother, which she spent upon the rent and common maintenance 
of the family of three persons. The respondent Pool had paid £100 
into court, 

His Honour Judge Howtanp Roserrs said that in his opinion the 
applicant was not wholly dependent upon the earnings of the deceased 
man. The amount of such benefit, if any, from the daughter's earn- 
ings was so infinitesimal at the time of the son's death as to be in- 
capable of any practical valuation. The amount received by the 
applicant from the guardians was extremely small, but it was paid 
regularly and was capable of valuation. In his opinion, it must be 
reckoned as a source of means not derived from the deceased, and 
which, therefore, prevented the applicant from being wholly dependent 
upon her son’s earnings. The present was a case, not of husband and 
wife, but of parent and child, where the obligation to maintain was 





only indirectly enforceable. To the extent, accordingly, to which the 
guardians were contributing to the maintenance of the t she 
was not dependent upon deceased. That seemed to follow frqm 
the principles laid down in the case of Rees v. Penrikyber Navigation 
Colliery Company (1903, 1 K. B. 259), a decision under the similar 
enactment in the Workmen’s Com tion Act, 1897. It had been 
argued, on behalf of the respondent Pool, that the extent of the 
applicant’s dependency upon deceased might be properly arrived 
at upon the basis of the cost of the purchase of an annuity for the 
applicant of 7s. a week, taking that sum as fairly representing the 
net benefit derived by her from the part of the deceased’s wages. He 
(his Honour) was unable to accept that as a correct method of arriving 
at the compensation payable to the applicant. Not only was there no 
provision in the Act authorizing the adoption of the cost of an annuity 
as a basis for the calculation of the com tion payable in a case 
such as this, but the proposed valuation of the benefit derived by the 
applicant from her son’s earnings by taking into account the cost of 
his maintenance was, he thought, erroneous, as was shewn by the 
decision in Osmond v. C: bell & Harrison (Limited) (50 Soricrrors’ 
Journal, 12; 1905, 2 K. B. 852). The method that he proposed to 
adopt was to take the amount of the deceased’s earnings upon the 
“three years’ basis,” viz., £156, and to deduct therefrom, upon the 
like basis, the amount of the relief received by the applicant from 
the guardians at 2s. a week, viz., £15 12s. He accordingly assessed 
the amount of compensation —— by the respondent Pool at £140 &s., 
with costs on scale B. His Honour added t, if he had held .any 
allowance should be made for the earnings of the daughter Elizabeth 
Byles, he would have assessed the amount at 1s. 6d. per week, or 
£11 14s.—Counset, D. Cotes-Preedy; H. M. Adler. Sovicrrors, 
Campbell, Hooper, & Todd; Bircham & Co. 
[Reported by M. Wiwrrnzman, Parviate: -at-Lew. | 





*." In the report of White and Hales v. Islington Borough Council 
(ante, p. 97) the name of Mr. Arthur E. Roberts should have been given 
as the solicitor representing the respondents; and in last week’s issue, 
by a clerical error, the appeal in Gane d- Kilner v. Linley was stated 
to have been dismissed, instead of allowed. 








Societies. 


The Law Society. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held 
in the Hall of the society, on Friday, the 29th of January, at two 
o’clock, for the purposes hereinafter mentioned. 

At the commencement of the meeting the portrait of the Right Hon. 
David Lloyd George, M.P., Chancellor of the Exchequer, by Sir Luke 
Fildes, R.A., which has been painted by subscription, will be peg 
to the Law Society by Sir John Gray Hill on behalf of the subscribers. 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer has been invited to attend the 
presentation. 

The President will then present the special prizes awarded to success- 
ful candidates for the year 1908, and also the prizes for the June and 
November Final Examinations, 1908. 

Mr. T. R, Hasta will move :—‘‘ That the following gentlemen, viz. : 
Messrs. Burrell (Messrs. Farrer & Co.), Gibson (Messrs. Deacon, Gibson 
& Co.), Goddard (Messrs. Peacock & Goddard), Acland Hood (Messrs. 
Radcliffe, Cator & Hood), Nesbitt (Messrs. Wadeson & Malleson), 
Pritchard (Messrs. Pritchard & Sons), be, and they are herehy, 
re-elected for the current year as the Consultative Committee to confer 
with a committee of the Council and jointly with them to decide upon 
the most suitable members of the society to be nominated for election 
to fill the places of such of the members of the Council retiring in the 
current year as are metropolitan members, and to fill vacancies in 
Council in the current year amongst metropolitan members caused by 
death, resignation, disqualification, or otherwise.” 

fr. F. B. Harper will ask :—‘* What steps theCouncil have taken 
and when they propose to report in reference to the desirability of 
solicitors who are members of a public authority not being profession- 
ally engaged (either by themselves or their firm) in any proceedings 
against such authority or in which such authority is interested.” 

Mr. Cuartes Forp will move :—(1) ‘“‘ This society observes with 
satisfaction the Council's announcement of the establishment of a new 
Law Society for the City of London ; one of peer es $i of which is te 
co-operate with this society in relation —— i questions ; and this 
society considers that it would be an advantage to the profession in 
London, and would tend to relieve the pressure of work of this society's 
Council, if a Law Society was f for the rest of the thems 
outside the City of London.”” (2) ** That the present ure in rela- 
tion to the appointment of notaries public is antiquated, expensive, and 
cumbersome, and calls for reform, and it is referred to the Council te 
consider what steps, if any, it is desirable should be taken to secure 
such reform.” EK. W. Wrtuiamson, Secretary. 


Law Association. 

The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society's Hall on the 7th inst., Mr. Pretor W. Chandler in the chair, 
The other directors t were >—Mr. 8S. J. Daw, Mr. R. H. Peacock, 
Mr. R. J. Pead, Mr. J. EB. W. Rider, Mr. A. Toovey, Mr. Joha 
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Vallance, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the Secretary, 
Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum of £104 was voted in relief of London solici- 
tors and their widows. Two new members were elected, and other 
general business was transacted. 


United Law Society. 


Jan. 18.—The above society held a joint debate with the members of 
the Law Students’ Debating Society. Mr. Neville Tebbutt, chairman 
of the United Law Society, presided. _The debate was opened by 
Mr. S. A. Guest, of the Law Students’ Debating Society, who moved 
“ That the hereditary and episcopal qualification for a seat in the Second 
Chamber of this country is an anachronism, and should be abolished.”’ 
Mr, F. H. Baber, of the United Law Society, opposed. The debate was 
continued by Mr. Shrimpton, Mr. Harnett, and Mr. Pleadwell, of the 
Law Students’ Society, and Mr. Wenyon Samuel, of the United Law 
Society. The resolution on being put from the chair to a very full 
house was carried by two votes. 











Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. H. H. LAWLESS, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Recorder of 
Great Yarmouth, in the place of Mr. Simms Reeve, retired. 


Mr. HENRY Davip GREENE, K.C., has been appointed by the 
Benchers of the Middle Temple to be their Representative on the Senate 
for the remainder of the period 1908-09, in the place of the late Sir 
Marshall Warmington, Bart., K.C. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


GEOFFREY NEW and ARTHUR WILLIAM ODGERS, solicitors (Geoffrey 
New & Odgers), Evesham. Dee. 31. 


EDWARD DUKINFIELD SWARBRECK, Bedale, and SIMON HUNTER 
WILLAN, Hawes, solicitors (Swarbreck & Willan), Bedale and Hawes 
aforesaid. Oct. 31. The said Edward Dukinfield Swarbreck and 
Bernard William Swarbreck will in future carry on the said business at 
Bedale under the style or firm of E. D. & B. W. Swarbreck ; the said 
Simon Hunter Willan will in future carry on the business at Hawes. 

[ Gazette, Jan. 15. 


General. 


A:rough model of the statue by Mr. Pomeroy, A.R.A.. of Bacon, to be 
erected in South-square, Gray’s-inn, has been set up in situ to enable the 
Benchers to determine the scale on which the statue shall be executed 
and how it shall be placed. 


At the Bow-street Police Court, on the 14th inst., Mr. Curtis Bennett 
directed the usher to inform the witnesses that they might, if they chose, 
take the Scottish form of oath, instead of being sworn on the Testament 
in the usual way. Only one person, however, elected to be sworn in the 
Scottish fashion. 


As a result of the representations which have been made as to the 
= shortening of the West Riding Assizes, to which we referred 
week, the following letter from the Lord Chief Justice has been 
received by the Town Clerk of Halifax :—‘‘I brought your letter of 
January 8 before his Majesty’s Judges of the King’s Bench Division at 
their meeting on Monday last. In the event of it being found that 
sufficient time has not been allowed for the business of the Assizes at 
Leeds, I will make arrangements for one of the Judges of the King’s 
Bench Division to attend, and will also consider whether the dates as 
fixed by the recent Order in Council will require modification.” 


Chairmen of Quarter Sessions have always been famous as the sayers 
of good things, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, and it is well that 
their reputation should not be allowed to fade. ‘‘ You have been well 

t up, and belong to honest people—instead of which you g° 
about the country stealing ducks’’ is historic. And there was the 
i member of the Upper House—who remarked, when a jury- 
man said “‘ Bosh ’’ during the address of counsel for the prisoner, ‘‘ You 
must not say ‘Bosh,’ sir, till the learned counsel has concluded his 
speech.”” Yet another was in the habit of instructing the jury in the 
ing sentences of his summing-up that they must at once dismiss from 
‘Gola ented everything that they had heard from counsel on either side. 
Head-notes are sometimes almost as entertaining as the observations of 
chairmen of Quarter Sessions. There is a wal aba case, the head- 
note to which recites that ‘‘ it was proved that at nine p.m. the dog flew 
at and tore the dress of another female.’’ And in Vo 2 of the Scotch 
and Divorce Appeals (Law ne is to be found the case of Fraser 
v. Crawford, which is summari by the reporter, Mr. MacQueen, 

C., as follows : ‘Per Lord Chelmsford. It is really lamentable to 

ink of the enormous expense incurred in this case. Per Lord West- 
bury. Such things occur in the appeals from Scotland day by day.” 
The diligent ‘dialhent will also discover a leading authority as to the 


i ity of railway companies, to which the reporter has added the 
pote ; “ This accident, though a melancholy one, settled the law.’* 





At the Central Criminal Court, on the 13th inst., Mr. Justice 
Grantham, says the Z'imes, complained of the delay occasioned to the 
business of the Court by the absence of witnesses. He also asked how 
it was that the grand jury work was so arranged that there was nothi 
for the Judge to do on taking his seat. The case which stood first in 
the list was one in which the prosecution was conducted on the part of 
the Commissioners of Police, and which it was understood would last 
two days. On reaching the Court that morning he was informed that 
it would not come on for hearing that day, a witness for the defence not 
having arrived from Johannesburg, and the witnesses for the prosecu- 
tion being in Cornwall and elsewhere. The Commissioners of Police 
must have known that the witness for the defence had not come from 
Johannesburg, and that their own witnesses had not been summoned 
from Cornwall and elsewhere. It was a tremendous waste of time. 


On the 13th inst., at the Central Criminal Court, Henry Locke Smiles, 
solicitor, pleaded guilty to the conversion of money with which he had 
been entrusted. ounsel for the prosecution stated, says the Times, 
that the money which the defendant was charged with having converted 
was part of money recovered on behalf of clients, persons who had been 
injured in the course of their employment, and on whose behalf actions 
for compensation were brought. The bulk of those clients were intro- 
duced to the defendant by a society, which worked under the name of 
the United Workmen’s Legal Aid Society. Persons could become mem- 
bers of that society on payment of 6d. It was quite obvious that the 
existence of a society on such lines was open to the very gravest abuse, 
and that actions brought in the names of persons who had suffered per- 
sonal injuries were more likely to be conducted in the interest of persons 
other than those injured. Mr. Justice Grantham sentenced the defend- 
ant to three years’ penal servitude. 


Misprints will occur, even in Acts of Parliament, says a writer in the 
Globe. The Bee-Pest Prevention Act is among the short but useful 
measures passed last Session for the special benefit of Ireland. The 
King’s Printers have, with a touch of humour which is sure to be 
appreciated in the Sister Isle, turned the word ‘‘ prevention ”’ into 
‘‘ preservation,’’ not, of course, that this joke will be perpetuated in 
the Statute Book itself. There the unconscious humour of the com- 
positor has no scope. Almost the only instance of a Parliamentary 
draftsman gratifying his sense of humour is afforded by a Municipal 
Election Act passed by Ontario a few years ago. Instead of filling up 
the specimen ballot papers in one of the schedules with such common- 
place names as Smith or Brown, he drew upon the works of Dickens 
and Thackeray for the names of the hypothetical candidates, David 
Copperfield, Martin Chuzzlewit, and Arthur Pendennis being among the 
familiar names that were put to such unfamiliar use. 


In a case which came before the Court of Criminal Appeal last week, 
it appeared, says the 7'imes, that the prisoner at the trial had stated 
that he had deliberately kept back his real defence until the trial, 
because he thought it would be to his interest to conceal it until then. 
The Lord Chief Justice said that he wished to repeat what he had said 
before, that if a person charged with an offence were ill advised enough 
to say he would reserve his defence, and to keep back what he alleged to 
be the true story so that it could not be investigated before the trial, 
the fact that his story as told at the trial was not believed by the jury 
was not a ground for interfering with the verdict. The sooner an 
innocent man told the truth the better for him; in many cases the defence 
was reserved on the advice of a solicitor, but the advice was foolish; 
and if, owing to its being followed, the case set up at the trial could 
not be investigated, the prosecution were legitimately entitled to com- 
ment on the fact. This particular case was, in some respects, a most 
extraordinary one, but it came within the rule which this Court had 
adopted, that they were not to retry questions which had been properly 
put before the jury, if the only criticism that could be brought against 
the verdict was that the story was so extraordinary that the jury ought 
not to have believed it. The appeal must therefore be dismissed. 


The judgment of Farwell, L.J., in Conway v. Wade (1908, 2 K. B. 
844, 78 L. J. K. B. 14), contains, says the Law Quarterly Review, the 
most vigorous denunciation of an Act of Parliament which has been 
reported in modern times. The Act in question is the Trade Disputes 
Act, 1906, and it appears that the framers of that statute, in their zeal 
to make it comprehensive, have conferred immunity not only on wrongs 
committed by the officers of trade unions or employers’ associations 
acting on behalf of these bodies, or by the actual parties to any trade 
dispute or their agents, but on wrongs committed in contemplation or 
furtherance of a trade dispute by persons who are mere volunteers as 
regards the particular act ; an outsider, a mere busybody, as the Master 
of the Rolls puts it. Lord Justice Farwell, unable to aoe from the 
literal construction of the Trade Disputes Act, roundly declared that it 
was an Act, not for preventing, but for promoting strife, and cursed_jt 
in the name of Bacon’s Abridgment, Blackstone, and the Book of 
Proverbs. We only wish he had quoted Bowen, L.J.> instead gf Bacon, 
a book of no authority. At Common Law there was a cause of action 
whenever one person did damage to another wilfully and ye! 
and without just cause or excuse : Skinner & Oo. v. Shew & Co. (1883, 
1 Ch., at p. 422). Such are our legislative methods. We have not had 
the courage fairly to abolish the iniquitous rule of ‘‘ common employ- 
ment,’’ but have only nibbled it away; and instead of a a just 
and equal law for all men, we have weighted the balance on the other 
side by an Act which (along with one or two provisions giving effect to 
what was already the better opinion) creates artificial immunities in 
violation of the most elementary principles of legal justice and equity, 
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A correspondent favours us with an extract from “‘ A Character of 
England, as it was lately presented in a letter to a Nobleman of France. 
The third edition, London, published for John Crooke, and to be sold 
at the Ship in St. Paul’s Churchyard, 1659,’ which gives the followin 
view of legal England in 1659 :—‘‘I was curious before my return, an 
when I had conquer’d some difficulties of the language and customes to 
visite their judicatures; where, besides that few of their ‘ gown-men’ 
are to be compared to those of the Robe in our Palais for elocution and 
the talent of wel speaking; for neither do they at all exceed them in 
the forms and colours of their Pleading, but (as before I spake of their 
Palliary) supply the defects of the cause, with flat, insipide, and 

ssely abusing one another, a thing so trifling and misbecoming the 
gravity of Courts (where the Lawyers take liberty to jeast men’s estates 
away, and yet avow their avarice), that I have much admiration at the 
temper of the Judges and remisseness in reforming it: There was a 
young Person, who at my being there, was very much cried up for his 
abilities, and in whom I did not observe that usuall intemperance, which 
I but now reproved ; and, certainly, it springs either for want of those 
abilities which the Municipall Lawes of this nation (consisting most of 
them in customes like our ayemmes Gy whose antient dialect their books 
yet retain) are so little apt to furnish or the defect of those advantages, 
which the more polished Sciences afford us, without which it is impos- 
sible to be good Orators, and to maintaine their discourses, without 
diversion to that vile impertinency.”’ 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReaisTRars In ATTENDANCE ON 


Emencenoy Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Rota. No, 2, Joyox. Swinvew Eapy. 
Monday ...Jan. 25 Mr Greswell Mr Goldschmidt Mr Borrer Mr Synge 
: . 2 Beal Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Borrer Beal Farmer Greswell 
Leach Borrer Bloxam Beal 
Farmer Leach Theed Borrer 
Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Wasninerox. NEVILLE. PaRKER. 
Monday ...Jan, 25 Mr Bloxam Mr Farmer Mr Church 
26 Theed Bloxam Synge 
Church Theed Goldschmidt 
Synge Church Gresweil 
Goldschmidt 


8 Beal 
Greswell Goldschmidt Borrer 


Date. 


Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Eves, 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Feb, 10.—Mesers, Trottorn, at the Mart, at 2: Corner Mansion and Town House 
(see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Feb. 1].—Mesers. Leorotp Farmer & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rent 
(see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Feb. 17.—Messre. 8, Watxer & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold 
Block of Buildi: gs (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Feb. neg Sap at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Land (see advertise- 

° w n 
— Messrs. Trottors, at the Mart: Mansion; and to Let by Auction, St, 

George’s Hall (see advertigement, back page, this week), 


Results of Sales. 
Rent-cuarge@es AND Lire Potrcres, 

Messrs. H, E, Foster & Oranrrexp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 875) of the 
above-named interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, B.O.,on Th last, when 
ene Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount being 

a 

PERPETUAL ANNUAL RENT-CHARGES of £18 perannum ... 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE— 

For £1,000 __.., ove one 

For £1,000... 

For £500 ooo 

For £600 

For £600 








Winding-up Notices, 
London Gagette,—Frivay, Jan, 16. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Luurep in OmancERy, 

Atunwea Tavst Corporation, Liarrep—Petn for winding ted Ji 

crewed be ard Jan 38. Tout Oo, 10) Ander ay Holber roan 

lore for the r. Notice of a must 

than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 26 act tater 

Aston Sree saseus pba, sapreen fom, for ted Jan 13, 
to be heard at the Court Corporation on 

we, Waterloo st, Birmingham, sclors for 0 Deters, Notioe 

of appearing must reach the above-named notlater than 6 o* in the afternoon of 


Jan 
Brapsyorpy Lanp Sarriement, Limirep— are required before 
to send their names and adureases, wi sohan of thelr Gebte or ‘chet’ 
to William Illingworth, 9, Market st, liquidator 
me o lauras In Vensueane Saquensssom)-—Cethens sho not later 
on Jan send particulars of their claims to Henry J. Stephens, 
Rebevi's Co, Suffolk In, solors to the liquidator . 





Hastaves, St. Laon 
—Creditors are req 
d the 


anp Eastsovunne SreaMsuir Luarep (ix Liqurpation) 

on or before Feb 26, to send names and addresees, 

of thsir debta or claims, to Richard Davies Heckels, 84, Tooley 
Langbam & Co, Hastings, solors to the liquidator 

MITED—Petn for winding Sg, sremsment Jan 11, directed to be heard 

& Mincing solors Ley must 
jan 


claims, W: 
Mumiorpat Execretro Lieut snp Power Cogroratiox, Liuirep (1x Voiunrazr 
Liqurpation)—Creditors ‘are required, on or before Feb 26, to send their names and 
addreeses, and the particulara of their debts or claims, to Ernest G. W. Slough, 


liquidator 
Mueorrts ManvuFraciurine Lixurrsp—Crediters are required, on or before Feb 28, 
to send their names and adi and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Kla Pie rae = Smedley, 26, Holborn viaduct. 


Feb 28, to send their names and 
their debts or claims, to Augustus David Klaber 
Bristows & Co, Copthall bidgs, 
solors to the liquidators 
Rowianps Castie Brick awp Tite Worxs, are sounieat, om. or 
before Feb 15, to send their names and and the particulars of debts 
or claims, to Arthur Henry Randall, 23, St. 8 ‘sa ln, Ponsford & Devenish, 
Walbrook, solors for the liquidator 
Universat Apvertisine Co, Limitsp—Oreditors are required, on or before Feb 27, to 
send their names and and the particulars of their debte or claims, to 
Charles William Nasmith, 40, Brazennose st, Manchester, Chew & Sons, Kennedy 
st, Manchester, solors for the liquidator 


Country Patarine or LamcasTer, 
Lawirep im CHaNcERY. 
Brrtise EquitaBie Boxp ap 
Lae 


Perexs & Wootrenpsex, Limirep—Petn for ere | up, presented J: 
be heard at St. i Sa ene, 1.30, on Jan 
Manchester, solors for N of appearing must 
not later than 2 o’clock in afternoon of Jan 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 19, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Locrep or Caanozeyr. 


Butroxrxo.ss, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 26, to send their 
names and addresses, and iculars of their debts or claims, to W. M. Paul, 39, 
o ~~ —_ faonet —— Se 
ox Tannine Co, Liutrep (ts Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are req on 
or before Jan 27, to send their names ana eddresses, and i ee af their 
debts or claims, to G. Shannon, Cumber: : 
Geisua Oarz, Griuszpy, Luarrep—Creditors their 
names and addresses, and the 
Peasegood, Crown chmbrs, 
Pi & Co, Lurrr: Petn for winding up, presented Jan 15, 
ROSTENOR CavENDISH 2D— up, ‘an 
be heard Feb 2. Bartlett & 


to the li 

Rastnanen Cot.tsry Co, Liurtep—Creditors are rr on or before Feb 27, tosend 
their names and addreseee, and the particuiars their debts or 
nF Long Knowle, Prestwich. Crofton & Co, Manchester, 


Srstexy's, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 20, 
anh eGieeses, ont the peationans & Gam Gates ae to 
Cannon-street. Ward & Co, Gracachurch at, solors to the liquidator 

Weston Hatt Horst, Liurrep (1s Votusraey Ligumarion 
Qobes oF claims, to iward Livingstone Batclific care st Bicker @ Pessitn Wilte ond 

or to vi one care 
Dorset Bank chmbrs, Bournemouth, 
Unuiurrep rm Cuancery. 

Barraynia Permanent Benerit Burtpine Societr—Peitn for windi: eet 
Jan 16, directed to be heard Feb 2 nee 6 Saree & Union et, at. 
Sle Se es Wat Tie Os Serene later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Feb 1 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Dar or Cuarm. 
London Gasetie.—Tursvar, Jan, 19. 
Hassett, Hewxy Joszra, King Henry's rd, South Hampstead March 1 Collis y Roe, 
Warrington and Parker, 2 Burnie, Lombard ct 
Row tanps, Jouw Founzreitt, Epsom Feb 20 Meakin y Rowlands, Swinfen Fady J 
Lawrence, Oxford ct, Cannon et 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
Londcn Gazette.—Fuiway, Jan, If, 


Bamroatn, Ernram, Crosland Moor, Huddersfield Feb16 Godfrey & Co, Halifax 
Banks, Many Aww, Coreham, Wilts ‘Feb 12 & Co, \. —T Wilts 
Bannister, Anrava, Lutterworth Feb 22 Wiliam st 
ng Sanag penn a a Feb 15 , Hull 

ARN zapeTs, Accrington 
Seewas Evizasera, W Yorks Brg York 
Brows, RMIMA, st, Lisson Grove 16 
Burenss, Anpwick, Hendon Feb15 Moon & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Burton, Covuen, Great Yarmouth, Fish Merchant Feb 3 
mou 


Burtox, Canoutne, Great Yarmouth Feb 3 Burton & Son, Great Yarmouth 
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Ca Fem Seen, Crosby sq Feb 15 Debenham & Sugar, Gresham bidgs, Basing- 


CuarteswortH, Mazra, Cosham, Hants Feb20 Alien, Portsmouth 

Coxz, Ecizasers Janz, Plymouth Feb 1 Graves, Plymouth 

Couzerave, Euity Carsraine, East Dulwich Feb Pu "e & W Webb, Devonshire sq 

Davis, Exizapets Marrss, Hulme, Manchester Marchi Tatham & Co, Manchester 

Dawesos, Wittiam Sowpes, Yeadon, Yorks, Provision Dealer Feb 20 Walmsley 


, Lancs, Surveyor ge tl Orford & Sons, Manchester 
ILLIAM, Mechanical Larkman, Beccles 
, ROBERT, Todmorden Feb14 Crossley. Sk 
jopwix, Axxa, Trowbridge Jan27 Manon & tiedio Trowbridge, Wilts 
po, See Craxswickx, Romola rd, Tulse Hill, Electrical Engineer Feb 20 


Graham, 
Gowrzez, Major-General oe Boston Spa, Yorks March 1 Tomlin & Chitty, Old 


Hat, Frayczs Seaman, Ghettenies Feb 20 Ticehursts & Co, Cheltenham 
Hawny Sterney, Spencer park, Wandsworth Common March 1 Hasties, 
Hea og yoo Cambridge gins, North Kensington March6 Bogue 
rier, Jony ALEXANDER, ns, No \ 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Py 
Hear.izy, Coustaxcz, Cambridge gdns, North Kensington March 6 Bogue, Lincoln’s 


ey eee, Dinient Any, Grocer Feb27 Goody & Co, Colchester 

meg pe Newark, Notts March1 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 

James, aget Exvizapets, Great Missenden, Bucks Jan 30 Albin & Co, Chesham 
, 8anan, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper March 1 A & W H Green, Bir- 


Lone, Many, West Green rd, Tottenham ™ 11 Duke & Son, Gresham st 
Macurm, Aurazp, Fenchurch st, Wholesale Tea Dealer Feb 23. Deacon & Co, Great St 


Marrurws, Wri114x, Leicester Febi14 Sprigge, Leicester 
Mavpz, Tuomas, iA by A Eo, Warrington 





AQaaw 


, Spring gdas 


Ke Kent Feb23 Saw & Co, Greenwich 
Boor, D Div Passos eee Abbeville rd, Clapham Park Feb 28 Murray & Co, 


SHAW, ey —_~ Feb 19 Turnbull & Sons, Scarborough 
iurrH, Fras Devizes Mari Jackson & Jackson, Devizes 
Say Jone, — Ow Pahoa eoe ne Basinghall st 
BORGE, ington Feb 27 Pothecary 
Tavuxtos, Leoxarp Lag rag Hove, Sussex Feb6 Brutton & = & Os, Hove, Sussex 
Vuanox, Many Axn, Potton, Beds Feb27 Smith, Sandy, Beds 
Watters, Rev Fe ata Epwarp, 8t Giles inthe Heath, Devon Mar 1 J & 8 P Pope, 


Exeter 
Wannex, Farpernicx, Chelmsford, Chemist Feb6 Meggy & Stunt, Chelmsford 
London Gazette.—Tvzspar, Jan 19, 
Autzs, Axtox1s, Albion rd, Stoke Newington Feb 27 Winne-Baxter & Keeble, Laurence 


hill, Cannon st 
Buawp, Exiza, rong B. eg 20 Co Seigeate ten, 
Baxyert, Ex13an, Barnston. Bikechesd bare fm “4 Olley, sapagen 


Beuscaste1, Aricz May ‘Whiteman rd, at Feb 19 Cave, Bromyard 
Baurycasre1, Evizasets, Brighton Feb 19 Cave, Bromyard 








Cuawyes, pee, Moseley, Worcester, Commercial Traveller Feb 24 Herd & Nutt 
Camara, Danxsy Srevens, Argyll pl, St James's, Solicitor March 1 Christopher & 
Cuark, eames Euiza, Geldeston rd, Upper Clapton Feb 28 Crossfield & (Qo, 


Cooxe, Mary. Worcester Feb 19 mig Bromyard 
CopuanD, ALEXANDER, of, ee March 1 E F & H Landon, New Broad g¢ 
Dossox, MaTraEw , Kensington gore Fe’ Meynell & Pemberton, ry! Queen st 

8 Palmer, a 


Francis, Epwarp  Sonrre, Stibbard Monta Feb 18 8 W Corsbie and 
Hapriscp, Joux, Glossop, Derby Feb 20 Pollitt. New Mills, nr 

Hatnswortu, Josern, Calverley, Yorks, Gardener Feb 7 Heathcote & Webb, Dukin. 
Har, Emma, New Barnet, Herts, Licensed Vict March 1 Boyes & Son, Barnet 
Hau, Jous, Ne Newton rrvon Blossom ville, Newport Pagnell, Ducks, Warmer’ Web 30 ‘Aah, 


Hanpiey, eae BerJamix, Swarkestone, Derby, Farmer Feb Sale, Derb 
Sane Roseat Henay, Lombard st, Public Analyst Feb 20 pM Laurence Pountney 


Basees, ¥ Wituram Faepezic, Solihull, ar xrays Feb 19 Glaisyer & Co, Birming. 


Haywanp, Saran Exvizasetu, Handsworth £m, pe 

Hittos, Henxey, b yy HA 27 a 

Hokrx, ‘Tuomas, Parkstone, Dorset pa i Bers & Co, Posie, Dorset 

mg Joun Cusnziz, Torquay Pt) olode, Torquay 

Houeues, Hues, Liandegfan, Ang March 15 a 

J anne, Geoses Heyry, Avenue 9 ighgate, Silver Goole Mo Haoniactuer Feb15 Pum. 
& Son, Paternoster ro 

Susem, AgTHuR ANDRE, Blundellsands, or Liverpool Feb 27 Batesons & Co, Liver. 


Lame, AnprEw, Hexham, Northumberland Feb 19 LO & H F Lockhart, Hexham 

Litiixestoy, Rev FRepgrick Azgrsur Cezcit, Clifton, Bristol March 1 Nisbet & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn ~~ & 

Locgtos, Rev Pup, Slap i, Harlesten, ag roma Feb 6 Becke & Co, Northampton 

Lypamorg, AGNES a eg, Har! March 6 Hatch, Norwich 

Macaw, Ceciuia, Salisbury Fi Ly Con Me Sateen 

Mitis, Witi1am, Walsall, Bolicivoe ian 2 Evans, Walsall 

Moopy, Rosret ALExanpgx, Sparkbrook, Birmingham Feb 27 Bickley & Lynerx, Bir. 


Moss, Auiog Exiza, Skerton, Lancs Feb 15 Maxsted & Co, Lancaster 
Moss, Wiiu1am Evans, Gkerton, Lance Feb15 Maxsted & Co, Lancaster 
Newitt, Heney James, Green, Warehouseman’s Assistant March 4 

May & Co, Laurence Fountaey bil 
PRiTcHARD, WILtIaM, Maitland rd, Haveratock Hill Feb 28 Ellis, Bedford row 
Pu.imess, Masrsa, March’ 1 Foster & Wells, Aldershot 
Roumer, W1LL14M J cos, Surbiton ed 15 Poole & Robinson, — et, Old Broad st 
Rounpiz, Wii114m, Mylor, Cornwall, F ‘'armer Febi17 Hancock, 

, Lucy nee Queen’s gate, Kensington Feb 27 bovine & Co, King st, 


‘hea 
Suoert, Janz, Carshalton Feb 20 Hood & Co, Cro 
Wa teker, Josxrs, Sheffield March 1 Branson & 

Waitrig_p, Cuanza, Dorset sg Feb15s E&J Mote, jut Rit, 

Wis, Josera —_ Meads, Eastbourne, Schoo. ‘eb 26 , & Son, 


Alderman! 
Witsox, Frank, v pout Feb 27 Fletcher & Fletcher, Southport 
Wixtox, Janz Haze » Guildford Feb 27 Janson & Co, College ‘hill, Cannon st 








) Haw Wrz, Plumstead, Boot Repairer Greenwich ; Tirroy, Jouy, ~~ Batch, Ctmingten, Salop, Plumbe 


WORTH, JACOB, 


Bankruptcy Notices. mak Pet tania" Ord Jan 13 


et Janll Ord Jan 1 





oe a , Yorks, Grocer Dews- Vane weeees, Hin, tle of Ely, Cambridge King’s 
London Gazette.—Fatway, Jan. 15. bury Pet Jan 13 ‘an 13 ynn an ‘an 
| Jewninas, H H, Great Grimsby, Cabinet Maker Great | Waasrarre, Farprricx a neem ante, cle Engineer 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Kin EY Pet Dee 5 Grd Jad 1h sees es Leeds Pet et Jan 13 Ord Jan 18 ” 
Axep, Tuomas Oswatp, Harrogate, Worsted Spinner | Tk » Tyzack, Croydon, Solicitor iy e' ALKEB, Friday Manufact High 
ee 1 Bg nt hy 13 ma ey sts | heme ie oe Hull, Tailor Kingston wane rca, - 45 Camden st, Islington, Di 
* Buteh DA BEY, u or upon HITEHEAD, WILLIAM ERT, ng n, Dis- 
Dec % Ord Jan 11 a Derby Pet | Hell Potten tl Ord dan 18 et Jan 1 Ord Jan 1 


Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 
Batoprex, W114, Buckhurst Hill, Essex, Fly Proprietor Liorp, Cmanues, 
an 11 wich 


Baoraers, ARTHUR Wasssr, Blackburn, Commission | ios, & Hozace B, 


Baows, Recisaty Cameron, Norfolk 5 
Court Pet July 20 Ord Jan 12 


Smethwick, 
Pet Jan11 Ord Jan 1 
Elgin av, Maids Vale, Baker High | Coteman, Vincent & Co, Noblest, Alderegate, Merchants 
‘an 13 Ma Pet Dec 24 IWoedford Veseat Gate, High Court Pet Dec3 Ord Jan5 
Strand, Financial pM ILLIAM, oodf ore: Essex, 
Cycle Dealer High Court 


penser 
st High Court Pet Dec 21 | i, Snare, SE, Dyer Leeds Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan | Wuireey, Groner Ai ol 3 —— Yorks, ; 
} henwontn, Sous Towxsaxp, Earby, Yorks, Carter Brad- ia, Wittam Crops, Landport, 


Jan 11 Ord Jan 1 

Portsmouth, | Yares, James Hargrizy, Pwilh sali, 

Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 ortmadoc Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 11 

-_ Grocer West Brom- Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 8: 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 Avams, Roserr Tavusstoy momen, be Suffolk, Miller 
’ Hotel t 





Cantwricst, ERT, Birmingham, Grocer Bir- Maxwawt, Joux Garorer, Featherstone, Yorks, Grocer Jan 25 at 12.30 Edmunds 
Pet Jan | Jan 12 Wakefield Pet Jan 13 Cas eae 1 Amiott, Louis, le st Jan 2 25at12 Bankruptcy 
Casapr,J F, and Nerurw, Birmingham, Jewellers Bir- | | Noaxes, ALexaypER Jax Hastings, Ironmonger bldgs, Carey st 
Dec 30 Ord Jan 11 Hastings Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan il | AsuworTH, Joun Towxsznv, Earby, Carter Jan 23 at 11 
Coss, , Sheffield, Pawnbroker Sheffield Pet Jan | Punser, Joux Tuomas, Cabinet Maker Bridg- Off Rec, 12, Duke st, lord 
"Ord Jan 11 water Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 Bravex, Eowix Wit1am, Castle Hill, Hereford Jan 25 
, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet | | Rosssts, Jons, Ff Mill, Lianystumdwy, Carnar- at 1230 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Jan i2 "Ord ’Sun 12 von, Miller Portmadoc Pet Jan i Ord Jan 11 Brown, Reciwatp Cameunon, Norfolk st, Strand, Financial 
Axsuer, Terrington 8t John, Norfolk, Beker Ronissox, gous be Exeter, Licensed Victualler Agent Jan 26 at 12 Beakruptey bidg bldgs, Carey st 
a Or bet Jan i2 Ord Jon . Lag + oaagy~ oily Saas . ini Buckizy, Haroup Hoseers, Didsbury, Looms, 
Jous Tuomas, Mansfield, Notts, Saddle Maker Swirt, W1i114m, Castlef or! uilder ° Clothing Manufacturer Jan 23 at 11 ec, Byrom 
“ee Pet Jan 13 Ord den 18” field PetJan9 Ord Jan 9 st, Manchester 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED. 


24, MOORGATSE STREET, LONDON, B.C. 
ESTAGLISHED IN 8901. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— 


LICENSED PROPERTY. 





i ose sopeane eS CIALISTS IN, ALL 


Sessions nave, 
ision of 


= Corporation. 


conducted under the direction and 


_LIGENSING MATTERS. 








Sultable lasuranace Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Liceased Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 














Sir \ 


to: 
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‘ 
= Bose, , Cwmcarn, Mon, Travelling Hawker | Swirt, Witttam, Castleford, Y: Coach Builder Jan25 | Matrrazws, Wii114u, Woodford rd, Forest Gate, Cycle 
Nutt ono at ll Of Ree, 144, Commercial st, Newport, at 11 Oi ‘Hee 6, Bond ter, Waketeld eget Dealer’ High Court Pet Jan 12 ° Ord Jan 12 
TERRIBILE, APFAELE, endal, ‘estmorl Cream Groncz, Featherstone, '» Grocer - 
Gin, Cnamans Eaxest, Bournemouth Jan 98 at 11.80 Vendor Jan 23 at 11 Commercial Hotel, Highgate, Manrakeheld 
Messrs Curtis Bourne- 


& Son, 158, Old Christchurch rd, Kendal Lawis, East India Dock rd, Poplar, Clothier 

mouth ‘ Watxer, E G, Friday st, Costume Manufacturer Jan 25 ots Court Pet Dec 12 Ord Jan U1 

Co, QuaPrstt, GeoncE, Scarborough, Wool Merchant Jan 25 at 11 Carey st Noaxes, ALzexasper James, St Leonards, Sussex, Iron- 
at 3 Collier Jan 23 at 


Off Reo, 12, Duke st, Bradford Wurtz, Henny, New Tredegar, Pet 
Ewersox, Jauzs Anprew, Redcar, Yorks, Hairdresser 11.30 Off 144, Commercial st, Ni , Mon Punssy. Joux Tuomas, , Cabinet Maker, 
ad at Jan ¥8 at 11.30 Off Kec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, | Wairenzap, Wiiium Atpert, Camden st, Islington, 

. Middles Jan%at12 Ba bidgs. Carey st Roserts, —° oy 
wich Esocu, JoszPn, , Suffolk, Horse Trainer's Head Lad | Wuirety, Gzorce ALpHaM, orks, Ironmonger  : 
akin Jan 25 at 2.30 White Hart Hotel, Newmarket Jan 29 at 12 Court, Prescott st, 
ret 














Halifax Southampton 

Guapwiss, Gzorct Harry, Cheltenham,Gun Maker Jan | Witson, Epwarp, , Durham, Grocer’s Manager Jan High Court Pet July 14 Ord Jan 1) 

93 at315 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham t 26 at 3.15 Off Rec, 8, Manor pl, Sunderland Szpzicut, Arruus, Brighton, Stockbroker Brighton Pet 
Hawses, Witte, Plumstead, Repairer Jan 25 a | Yaxtey, Roserr Veewes Keretson, Great Y: a July 3 Ord 

11.30 132, York rd, Westminster + ¢ Carter Jan 23at1 Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 
Hears, Wititam Joux, Bride ln, Fleet st, Engineer Jan 

%at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st ADJUDICATIONS. Tuompsox, ALEXANDER Jzrrazy, Newcastle upon 
Hut & x b , Glos, Bootmaker Jan 23 A Tr Oen Harrogate, Worsted Spinner Plumber Ni upon Tyne Pet Jan 2 
ing oe ce Gestns Kinenies Hull, Haber- “Bradford Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 Sites Dien, Rae Batch, Calmington, Salop, Plumber 
~~ rox, Wit114M Grover, Kin uw ‘al PToN, JoHx, . 

Hovjasher Jan 28 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, | ALLE, Gnonos, Takele Farmer Chelmsford Pet |" Leominster Pet Jan 11 ‘Urd Jan 11 

Lowgate, As: J To Earby, Yorks, Carter Brad Vares, Wit1i1am, Elm, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, Farmer 
Homwpaney, — eeeer, Vente 5 . Mjord, Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 2 ° ‘ w King’s Pet Jan Y Ord Jan 13 

mercial ler Jan 27 a , Wrexham aGsTarrE, Freperice Wiii1am, Leeds, Cycle Engineer 
Inwrr, Jaws, Dar n, Fruiterer “Jan 26 at 8 Off Rec, eS ea Cy oe oe @ a Leeds Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan id 
Court % ~~ = . ‘aLKer, Evcexio Grorce, Fr Costume 
-um- Kexvepy, Hewry Du Pas, Weymouth Jan 2% at1 Off Capes eet Se m Sateesian, Tronmonger Leicester turer High Court Pet Deol?” Ord Jan 13 
, Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury Crossy, H Sheffield Pawnbroker Sheffield Pet J Wuireugap, Witiiam Aieese, Conte s i . 
aoe Law, Joux, South Shore, Blackpool, Tailor Jan 23 at 11 > Sed Jan ’ an | ___ penser Court Pet Jamil Ord Jan 11 





ll Jan 11 
’ mt ee Ore Jan 25 at 11 Off Reo, 94, | DAVEY, Cuantzs Epwanp Rosent, Moss Side, Manchester, ee 8 oy Eiland, 
5 Co, st, Leeds ise Solicitor Galles Pet Hov38 Osé Jan 11 Witte, Faepesicx Wiiu14x, King's rd, Chelsea, Butcher 
nn Lavo, Witttan, ‘Wolverhampton, Manufacturer of Mail er "King’s Lyan Fe oe a Soins Jean. Norfolk, Baker High Court Pet Dec 22° Ord Jan 13 
PB lag Sted 4 Werdtad ws "Fomaat” Gate, Essex, | 2% RY CuaRtes, Barblesdon 9 Parson’s Green, Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
. Grrcory, Jouy Tomas, Mansfield, Notts, Saddle Maker | AtLEx, Jerrwian, Tenbury, Worcester, Coach Builder 
Bi Maxwett, Jonw Gores, Purston. Yorks, Grocer Jan 25 N Pet Jani3 Ord KE? 18 Kidderminster’ Pet Jan2 Orda Jan 2 
a at 1130 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield Hawn Steen Plumstead, Boot Re med as 
Muzes, Eaxzst, Walsoken, Norfolk Jan 23 at 12 Off | “AVON UME Sande Onddani2” pairer London Gazette—Tuxsvay, Jan 19. 
aos, &, Sieg of. Seva H Jacon, Heckmondwike, Grocer RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ce aRitee Nak ant ad" aa: wolvcaatsh | gq Pe Sen, Ord Sans wine Pos| Axo, Yesoence, Neve 1, Upper Tosti, Suasman 
urer Jan 26 at 1i. . Wolver! : FORD, ERICK, , 
P wepy, Henry Du Pre, Weymouth Dorchester Pet High Court Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 


ton 
bal Rarer, Watson, Stockton on Tees, Painter Jan 96 at Deo8 Ord Jan 13 : Bazrapats, Peacy Woopwasp, Syston, Leicester, Licensed 
| 8.80 Off Ree, Court chmbre, Albert rd, Middles- | K™*xwoop, Jomy Trzack. Croydon, Golicitor Croydon |"  y; Leicester Pet Janl4 ‘Ord Jan 14 
a brough wt Jom 18 Ki den 18 Hull , Brann, Tuomas Groece, Southsea, Hante, i 
- Rosmxson, Wits0n, Savile Town, nr Dewsbury, Dyer Jan Laxpa, oo ee ‘Ged Jan 13 Tailor Kingeton Portamouth Pet Jan15 Ord Jan15 
B st, %at1l Of , Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dews- ee, South Preston Pet Brnrorp, Aupary Frayx, and Waiter Hexsert Movtp, 
iar, © A Great Yarmouth, Furniture Dec 16 ’ Ord Jan 1 Patents Ord den ” 
mxeTT, Gzorncze A.rrep, Great Yarmouth, am jan ‘an 
Dealer Jan 23 at 12.30 ' Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich | U8%, Buxsautx, Leeds, Dyer Leeds Pet Jan 12 Ord | pyaq Epwanp, Leeds, General Dealer Leeds Pet Jan 
an Omers, Cy en ee ‘an 25 2 2.30 apes . W Stenain P oth, | p 14 wm 14 Ashby de la Zouch ; 
’ cor ww Society's YWHITE, WILLIAM ortsm » | Best, Warrer Eawzsr, . 
Imperial arcade, New st, Huddersfield com |" General ‘Dealer Portamouth Pet Jan i2 Ord Jan 13 | ~Gailor Burton on Trent Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 
Srracey, Gzorce Joseru, Waltham Abbey, Essex, Baker | Luoyp, Cuaries, Smethwick, Staffs, Grocer West Brom- | Beveniper, James 8, Lady ——_ Bromley, Ph: 
Jan 25 at 12 14, Bedford row »» wich PetJanli Ord Jan 11 Croydon Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 14 


mbe “ . 
a How Great Men Recoup their a CAINE, the celebrated Author and Dramatist, 


| . “* Whitehall Court, S.W. 
mvs Energies. “My experience of Sanatogen has been that as a tonic nerve food 
digh it has on more than one occasion done me good.” 


Dis- - ° 
fh Remarkable Testimony. Hace Gary 


[otel 























The keynote of happiness, long life, and successful achievement is| Sir JOHN HARE, the popular Actor, says :— 


he the healthy mind in the healthy body. Sanatogen is the tonic food “75, Upper Berkeley-street, W. 

ants which is being prescribed by the medical profession to-day to bring “T have found Sanatogen a most valuable tonic and stimulant 
about this happy condition. Not only have 7,600 physicians en- during a period when I had to work very hard under conditions of 

iller dorsed, in writing, the merits of Sanatogen as the ideal recuperative = ao = bet ae nag k. can heartily ——— nadie 

ptey and restorative, but the most distinguished men and women of the Waniia fans heaPiisaabinaeaieins . 


ou day have not hesitated in coming forward to testify as to the great 


i benefit they have derived from the use of Sanatogen. Pf Ohne JZ, a2 3 


Thus Lord RONALD SUTHERLAND GOWER, the Sculptor and 





cial 

sts Historian, writes :— aia Mr. MARSHALL HALL, the eminent K.C., writes :— 

rom - ** Hammertield, Penshurs ent. “3 Temple- ef, London, E.C. 
“T feel it only due to the benefit conferred on m meral health re pak ss ? ple-gard 4 . 

- by Sanatogen to write to inform those interested im that wonderfal wee sight to mae Oat 4, have tried Sanatogen, and [ 


medicine that in a couple of months’ time it has cured me of all 


E gouty ven. Seige has done me far more good than all the 
waters of Bath and Harrogate.” 
} Jdal 
(- liae~ Fre i 
a 


Space forbids mention of the many more very interesting auto- 
Sir WILLL ea graphs of people eminent in nearly every walk of life and their testi- 
7 a per ded. King-street Hammersmith, W, | ™0ny contained in a dainty publication issued by the Sanatogen Co., 


‘“‘T have much pleasure in stating that I consider your preparation, under the title of “ Autographs of Celebrities.” All those interested 
Sanatogen, is of decided value. It performs that which it promises | should write for a copy, which will be forwarded gratis and post free 











to do, and I have recommended it to several friends,” on application to the Sanatogen Co., 12, Chenies Street, London, 
_ y { . nig: ; W.C., mentioning the “Soxicrrors’ Journat.” Sanatogen, which, by 
MV heen 4 the way, is the tonic food remedy used in the Royal Family, is sold 
; : by all chemists in tins from 1s. 9d, to 9s, 6d, 
a ia {avve.] 


nt 
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Baooxs, Hexry, Bournemouth Poole Pet Jan 14 Ord 
Jan 14 
, Harpy, Caterham," Surrey, Physician Croydon 
Pet’ Dec 81 ‘Ord Jan 14 


Cuanrzr, Harry Corxetivs Morracue Mitwanp, Butter- 


cm, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford Pet Jani15 Ord 
fan 15 
Cooxr, Epwix, Doncaster, Furniture Remover Sheffield 


Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 

Cn bn oe Harrogate, Saddler York Pet Dec 

Jan 15 

Deans, Roszrt, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Hair Frame 
Maker Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 13 *Ord Jan 13 

Durwrcurr, Rossrt Butter, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Plumber 
Burton on Trent Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 

Eaaty, Water, Mitcham In, Streatham Wandsworth 
Pet Dec17 Ord Jan 14 

Franke, eo Parkholme rd, Dalston, Butcher High 
Court Dec 21 Ord Jan 15 

Haney, Hanes Krxa, Knowle, Warwick Birmingham 
Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 a oni 
EN, WALTER Rs ay a Warwick Birmingham 


Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 
Chester, Draper Manchester 


Haaue, Atrezp, Altrincham, 
Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 

Hawkiss, Jonx Sipxty, Grafton st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 15 

Hicks, Ertex Vere, Luton, Boarding House Keeper 
Luton PetJani4 Ord Jan 14 

Hovsreo, Atsert CaARies, jun, Westminster, Tailor 
High Court Pet Jant5 Ord Jan 15 

How, Assert. Fordham, Cambs, Miller Cambridge Pet 
Jan5 Jan 16 

Hoyrer. Joux, West Hartlepool, Journeyman Plumber 
Sunderland Pet Jani15 OrdJan 15 

Jackson, James Taytor, Facit, pr Rochdale, Carrier 
Rochdale Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 

Josxry, Atpert Berrvarp, ye Railway Clerk 
Greenwich Pet Jani4 Ord Jani 

Laks, Atsert, Halvergate, Norfolk, Dealer Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Liss, sees, ewer _ Tobacco Factor High Court 

Pet Dec2 Ord Jan! 

Locxyear, Moriry a pore © eens Cycle 
A Frome Pet Jani6 Ord Ji 

Masper, Wittram Cart ~ Sheffield, Builder Sheffield 

Dec Ord Jan 1 

Maerix, Lzoxarn J, Oatord rd, Gunnersbury Brentford 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan 15 

MiriuretTox, Hexry, Trowbridge Wilts, Pianoforte Dealer 
Bath Pet Dec16 Ord Jan 15 

Nexpnam, Groncr, and Exos Moore. Barwell, Leicester, 
a Manufact s OL Pet Janié Ord Jan 
1 


Oppy, Rosertr Eastsves, Parkside, Horsforth, Guiseley, 
Yorks, Commission Agent Leeds Pet Jan 14 Ord 


Jan 14 

Pgat, Tacomas, Scunthorpe, Grocer Great Grimsby Pet 
Jan 15 Ord Jan i5 

Rasps, Awste Eizanets, King’s Heath, Worcester, 
Ladies’ Outfitter Birmingham Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 


14 
Reryotps, Wiiuam Hersey. meer = Provision 
Scarboroug 





Dealer h Pet Jani Ord Jan 

Roserts, Harry, Wootton, nr Bedford, Straw vist Manu- 
fecturer Luton Pct Jan14 Ord Jan 14 

Rosissos, Hexry Rexanvsox, Rupertst High Court Pet 
Dec 2 Ord Jan 14 

Bocrrs, Nieeoee Short Heath, Wolverhampton, Baker 

Wok pton Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 

Bopp, Wi1114m, Kingeton upon Hull, Joiner Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 

Tepvrxctox Jomuery Co, High st, Teddington Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Oct 16 Ord Jan 16 

Anglesey, Grocer Bangor Pet 


Joux Tuomas, South Bank, Leg Shoemaker 
Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan1 
Witsor, Ategst, Windhill Bridge, Shipley, Yorks, Grocer 
"Bradford Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 1 
Worxuas, J, Duke st, enkeues sq, Dental Surgeon 
High Court Pet Dec8 Ord Jan 14 
beter aumal, Walsall, Fruiterer Waleall Pet Jan 14 


Wrar, Jou, Vaxton, Yorks, Carter York Pet Jan 15 
Ord Jan 


Waicnr, caer Tuomas, Skewen, Grocer Neath and 
Aberavon Pet Jani¢ Ord oe 16 

Wriontsos, Ricnarp Epcar, atapen, Engineer's 

Birmingham Pet Jun 15 d Jan 15 

Zatoizn, Apvotrn, Mimosa st, Fulham Wandsworth Pet 

Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 12: 

Pace, Feasx, Richmond Wandsworth Pet Dec 3 Ord 

Ord Jan 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axzp, Tuouas Oswatv, Harrogate, Worsted Spinner Jan 
at 11 OM Rec, 12, » Duke st, Bradford ot 
Ax 10K rd, Upper ne Palesman 


ae Yorks, 
Jan Bat i2 Off Rec, Figtree In , Sheffield 
Baeezapatr, Peecr Woonwanp, Byaton, Leicester, 
Licensed Victualler Jan 27 at 12 Off Ree, 1, Berridge 
at, 


Leicester 
Bessp, Tuouss Gronor, Southsea, Portamonth, Shop 
Aetictant Jan 21 st 4 Off Ree, Cambridge junction, 


Leeds, General Dealer Jan 27 at Off 
oe ‘an 12 
Deri, 24, Dowd a , Lewdia 

, Physician Jan 27 at 12 





BRooxg, ry ah Jan 2% at 2 oa 


, Ph Jan 29 at 


Craces, CurisTorHer. ye 9 Ra} 1 at 3,15 
Off Rec, The Red argu, Sad 


Deans, Rosert, Heaton, Newcastle on 
Maker Jan 27at11 Off Rec, 30, = st, Newonntle 
on Tyne 

Dexter, Wint1am, Heanor, Derby, Saddler Jan 27 at 11 | 
Off , 47, Derby 

Earty, Waren, Mitcham In, Streatham Jan 29 at 12 | 
132, York rd, Wi 


Evass, ‘Tans, Criccieth, Garanrvon, Painter Jan 29 at 12 | 


Crypt chm brs, Eastgate row, Chestcr 

Farquuarsoy, James Apam, Whitehaven, Cumberland, 
Grocer Jan 29 at 10.45 Court House, Whitehaven 

Grecory, Jouw Tuomas, Mansfield, Notts 
atll Off Rec, Castle pl, Park at, Nattinghas 

Haug, CF ag Altrincham, Cheshire, Draper Jan 27 at 

Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hawxixs, Jonn Sypyey, Grafton st, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 29 at 12 Bankruptoy = st 

Hovsrao, ALBert CHARLES. vetmiaater; ‘Tailor Jan 
27 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey 

——s, ae Se = An m, Care \ Jan 28 at 

pt chmbrs, te ~~ 

menete’ Seas West Bectgats » een eeuier Jan 
28 at 3.30 Off Ree, 3, ener’ 

Joskry, ALBERT BERNARD, Woctetch, Hal — ~~, Feb 
lat li 1.30 132, York rd, W Westminster B Bridge 

Kirkwoop, Jouw Tyzacx, Croydon, Bolicitor” Jan 28 at 
11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Laxpa, Heyry, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor Jan 27 at 11 
of” Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Littywuire, Witutam Cxopg, port, § Portsmouth, 
General Dealer Jan 27 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge 
june, High st, Portsmouth 

—_ Horace R, oe ta av, Maida Dae Baker Jan 27 at 


30 

NEarsey, ry ay 5, en ah ~ & Yorks Jan 28 at 
11.30 Off Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 

— Tonear EastTsury, Parkside, Horsforth. Guiseley, 

Yorks, Commission Agent Jan27at11 Off Rec, 24, 

Bond st, Leeds 

Parker, ALBERT Dentita, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Con- 
tractor Jan 29 at 10.15 County Court house, Bank- 
house st, Burnley 

Pursey, Jouw on Bridgwater, Cabinet sie t dee 
27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st 

REysoips, WILLIAM Hexny, Scarboroug th, - Dealer 
Jan 29 at4 Off 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Rozerts, Jony, Ffriddlwyd Mill, Llanystumdwy, Carnar- 
von, Miller Jan 29 at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester 

Rosinsoy, Henry Rou panaen, Rupert st Jan 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Spencer, Stewart, Clive Vale, Hastings, olsterer 
Jan 27 Ae 12 Off Rec, Bankruptcy bldgs ‘Boon 53), 


Terie, , ER jun, Stockport, Cheshire, Clerk 
Jan 28 - 1l Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, 


Wacsrarre, Fexpericx Witiiam, Leeds, Cycle Engineer 
Jan 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Wasevetoy, Samvuzt, Rochdale, Lanes, Music Seller 
Jan 29 at 11.30 Townhall, Rochdale 

WItsor, me: re Yorks, Grocer Feblatil Off 

e 

Worxmay, J, Duke st, Manchester x. Dental Surgeon 
Jan 28 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Wray, Jouy, Flaxton, Yorks, Carter Feb 1 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ausott, Louis, Threadneedle st High Court Pet Dec 21 
Ord Jan 16 

Bameapace, Percy Woopwarp, Syston, Leicester, Licensed 
Victualler Leicester Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 

Barey, Freep, Boston, Lincs, Political Agent Boston Pet 
Dec8 Ord Jan 1 

Bearp, Tuomas Grorce, Southsea, Hante, Shop Assistant 
Portsmouth Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 15 

Bewrorp, Avssey Frank and Waiter Hersert Mourn, 
Kettering, Shoe Manufacturers Northampton Pet Jan 
15 Ord Jan 15 

3enG, Epwarp, Leeds, General Dealer Leeds Pet Jan 14 
Ord Jan 14 

Best, Water Enxyest, Ashby de Ia Zouch, Tailor 
Burton on Trent Pet Jan rd Ord Jan 14 


Saddler Jan 27 | 





Brigpex, Wit114m, Buckhurst Hill, =, Fly Proprietor 
Edmonton Pet Deol8 Ord Jan 
Brogan, Seven, Bournemouth Poole Pet Jan 14 On 
an 
Brornenrs, — Wewtestey, Blackburn, Commission 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 15 
Bucky, dase Roserts, West Didsbury, 
: Manufacturer Manchester Pet Dat 18 
an 13 
a Heasert, Aston, Birmingham, Grocer Bir. 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 14 
CBARTER, Hassr Cornetivs Montacux Mitwasp, Butter. 
a, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford Pet Jan15 Org 
an 15 
| Cooxe, Epwiy, Doncaster, Furniture Remover Sheffield 
Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 
| Deans, Rosset, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Hair Frame 
Maker Newcastleon Tyne Pet Jani3 Ord Jani4 
an 4 Joun, Ed . Warwick, Tailor Birmingham 
et Jan 12° Ord Jan 12 
Doumaeniineaay Borer, Le =p Plumber Burton 
on Trent Pet Jani3 Ord Jan 13 
Evans, Evan, and Ayn Janz Evans, Elim, nr Abe rystwyth, 
Wales, Dairymen HighCourt Pet Dee 1 16 Ord Jan 18 
Fo.ey, isons Kwox, w st, Honor Oak Park High 
Court Pet Dec Jan 16 
Hacor, Atrrep, Altrincham, Chester, Draper Manchester 
Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 
wee Even VERE, _— Boarding house Keeper Luton 


Jan 14 Ord Jan 
dicmes (‘ALBERT Gnas 95 naaaaa at,< Tailor 
High Co 


a jun, 
urt Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 
—s ae West Hartlepool, Plumber Sunderland 
Pet Ji Ord Jan 15 
Jackson, eo -*. Taytor, Facit, nr Rochdale, Carrier 
Rochdale Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 
Josxey, ALBERT Brgnakp, Woolwich, Railway Clerk Green- 
wich Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 
Locxyear, Mortgy Cuirrorp, Radstock, Soneeent, Cycle 
A Frome Pet Jan ie Ord Jan 1 
Marsaauy, James, Birmingham. Sie Agent Bir. 
“ winghes we ene ans * 
unpay, Mapge.ivs, Warwic ns, Kensington h 
Court Pet Nov13 Ord Jan 1 me 
Nexpaam, Georcs, and Enos en Barwell, Leicester, 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 


16 
Oppy, Rosert Eastsuey, Parkside, Hosforth, Guiseley, 
York, Commission Agent Leeds Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 


Pear, Taomas, Scunthorpe, Grocer Great Grimsby Pat 
Jan15 Ord Jan 15 

Pickup, —— ‘Turopore, Newcastle on Tyne, Dealer in 
Dust Ex! Machines York Pet Dec10 OrdJan 


16 
Ranps, ANNIE Exizasetn, King’s Heath, 
Ladies’ Outfitter Bi Pet Jan 14 bicrmy: 


Reywoips, Witu1am Henry, Scarborough, Provision Dealer 
Scar’ bh PetJan1 Ord Janié6 

Rooms, eee, Short Heath, i Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet Jani14 Ord Jan 14 

Rupp, Wruas, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner and Builder 

upon Hull Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 

Rusutox, Heyer, Crescent In, Clapbam Park, Wine 
Shipper High Court Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 15 

Scriven, Epwarp Jonx, Baron’s court, — Kensington 
High Court Pet Sept21 Ord Jan 1 

Tranter, Joun Tomas, South Bank, Yorks, Shoemaker 
Middlesbrough Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 1 

Witsox, Avert, Windhill aie. ° Bhipley, Yorks, Grocer 
Bradford Pet Dec 14 

Wortey, Tuomas, Walsall, jel "wanaia Pet Jan 14 
Ord Jan 14 


Waay, ome! Flaxton, Yorks, Carter York Pet Jan 15 
oO 


Wricat, CHaB.es a Neath, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet Jan 16 Crd Jan 1 

Waricarsoys, Ricnarp hah Birmingham, ames i 
Agent Birmingham Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 1 

Yares, Jamme e Hartizy, Pwilheli, + tenth Hotel 

. Keeper Portmadoc Pet Dec 9 Ord Jan 14 

ZIRGLER, Ase Mimosa st, Fulham Wandsworth Pet 
Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 
Amended Notice substitued for that re in the 

London Gazette of March 1 


Boone, ye Agrnur +09 Frome, ui Frome 
Pet Feb 17 Ord March 5 








The Oldest Insurance 
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PT a 
*. - - _ 
- wy; 1 <q 
% 9 
ie , 
w Opmice * ey, 





Copsed from Boley dated 1738, 


i — A PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
; SICKNESS and DISEASE,| and EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE, | including ACCIDENTS TO 

7 BURGLARY, 


Office in the World. 


] N FIRE OFFICE 


Insurances effected against the following risks :— 


FIRE. ~ 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 


DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


FUNDS IN HAND 


£2.764,234. 


Wor! 
Gent 


LEC 


THE 





